
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 104th

 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

b This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., b 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

.

H1075 

Vol. 141 WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 2, 1995 No. 21 

The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. DREIER]. 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
February 2, 1995. 

I hereby designate the Honorable DAVID 
DREIER to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Rev. James David 
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er: 

May the gifts of prayer, O gracious 
God, be with us and each person; may 
the petitions of our hearts find satis-
faction in our lives; may the longings 
and yearnings of our very being find 
fulfillment in that peace that You 
alone can give; and may the hopes and 
dreams we place before You, O God, 
allow us to experience reconciliation 
and grace with You and with our own 
destinies. Bless us, O God, this day and 
every day. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SANFORD] come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. SANFORD led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

REPUBLICAN CONTRACT WITH 
AMERICA 

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, our 
Contract With America states the fol-
lowing: On the first day of Congress, a 
Republican House will: 

Force Congress to live under the 
same laws as everyone else; cut com-
mittee staffs by one-third; and cut the 
congressional budget. 

We have done that. 
It goes on to state that in the first 

100 days, we will vote on the following 
items: A balanced budget amendment— 
we have done this; unfunded mandates 
legislation—we have done this; line- 
item veto; a new crime bill to stop vio-
lent criminals; welfare reform to en-
courage work, not dependence; family 
reinforcement to crack down on dead-
beat dads and protect our children; tax 
cuts for families to lift Government’s 
burden from middle-income Americans; 
national security restoration to pro-
tect our freedoms; Senior Citizens’ Eq-
uity Act to allow our seniors to work 
without Government penalty; Govern-
ment regulation and unfunded mandate 
reforms; commonsense legal reform to 
end frivolous lawsuits; and congres-
sional term limits to make Congress a 
citizen legislature. 

This is our Contract With America. 

f 

COUPLE LINE-ITEM VETO WITH 
ELIMINATION OF TAX GIVEAWAYS 

(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, today 
we will begin an important bill that 
once again my friends on the other side 
of the aisle have almost gotten right. 
Giving the President the line-item veto 
authority is important but again the 
bill we are debating today omits an ele-
ment critical to making this legisla-
tion true and effective. They are more 
than willing to allow the President to 
eliminate spending, but they seem to 
be more than a little nervous about al-
lowing the President to eliminate un-
fair tax giveaways. I want our Presi-
dent to stand against wasteful spend-
ing. But he should also be able to stand 
up against unfair tax breaks for the 
wealthy and the privileged. 

If the President can eliminate spend-
ing with the stroke of a pen, let us give 
him the authority to eliminate tax 
giveaways that cheat working people, 
drain our treasury, and pile up our debt 
with that very same pen. 

If my colleagues are serious about 
this reform, let us make it a serious re-
form that addresses our serious prob-
lems, not a pretend reform hiding a 
huge tax loophole for the powerful and 
the privileged. 

f 

REPUBLICANS ARE DELIVERING 

(Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, I thought you might be interested 
in some voting statistics from the first 
month of the 104th Congress. In the 
month of January, we had 79 rollcall 
votes. Compare that to last January, 
when we only had 2 rollcall votes, and 
in January 1992 when we only had 11 
rollcall votes. 

What do these statistics mean? They 
show that the Republican majority is 
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serious about getting down to work and 
passing our Contract With America. We 
are committed to working hard to keep 
our promise with the American people. 
Congressional accountability, balanced 
budget amendment, unfunded man-
dates reform—all done. Next up is line- 
item veto, crime bill, welfare reform, 
national defense bill, middle-class tax 
cuts, term limits. We won’t stop until 
we’re through. 

If the people want to know if the Re-
publicans are delivering, just look at 
what we have accomplished in 1 month. 

f 

RAISING INTEREST RATES PUTS 
RECOVERY AT RISK 

(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, for the seventh time in the last 12 
months, the Federal Reserve—meeting 
in a closed-door session—raised the in-
terest rates and gambled on the eco-
nomic future of the middle-class Amer-
ican. 

Over the past year, the Federal Re-
serve has acted out of fear of a phan-
tom inflation that does not exist. 

The constituents of my district, and 
the working families of this Nation, 
are struggling to be a part of the eco-
nomic recovery. 

Inflation is at a 30-year low, but 
working Americans will now suffer 
under an interest rate double that of 
the same time last year. 

Over the past year, there has been no 
significant increase in salaries or buy-
ing power, but now the Fed is depriving 
middle-class taxpayers of the buying 
power necessary to participate in the 
economic recovery. 

The Fed’s rate increase is going to 
hit working Americans when they pay 
their mortgage, it is going to hit work-
ing Americans when they pay their 
credit card bills, and it is going to hit 
working Americans when they need to 
buy cars. 

Today, I call on the Federal Reserve 
Board to end this ongoing crusade 
against a phantom inflation—tilting at 
windmills that do not exist. 

The fact remains that the economy is 
not overheating and millions upon mil-
lions of Americans are still out of 
work. The Federal Reserve was wrong 
to raise rates and has put economic re-
covery at risk for working American 
families. 

f 

YET ANOTHER VICTORY 

(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday ushered in just one more vic-
tory for the American people. We 
passed the unfunded mandates reform 
legislation by an overwhelming bipar-
tisan vote of 360 to 74. Once again, we 
have kept our promise with the people 
through our Republican Contract With 

America. Again, we fulfilled our prom-
ise with the State and local govern-
ments to lift the financial burden im-
posed on them by the Washington bu-
reaucrats. 

We will continue to deliver change 
today as we begin debate on the line- 
item veto. This bill is yet another 
mechanism to reduce the size, scope, 
and cost of the Government. And more 
importantly, this bill is yet another 
step toward the completion of the Con-
tract With America. 

We are working hard. We are keeping 
our promise. We are changing Govern-
ment. 

f 

FED’S ACTION DISSERVICE TO 
WORKING AMERICANS 

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the Federal Reserve Board 
yesterday did a terrible disservice to 
working Americans when for the sev-
enth time in a year it raised interest 
rates. 

American homeowners will now get 
$15 billion of additional mortgage costs 
charged against them because of this 
increase. Half of the homeowners in 
America will get an envelope shortly 
from their lending institution telling 
them that their monthly mortgage 
rate has gone up because of these ac-
tions by the Federal Reserve. Those 
people shopping for a car this weekend 
will find the cost of financing that 
automobile has gone up because of the 
Federal Reserve. Carpenters, plumbers, 
electricians, and others who work in 
the homebuilding industry and the con-
struction industry will find it harder to 
find work throughout the year because 
the cost of homebuilding has gone up, 
the cost of construction has gone up, 
and the cost of small business expan-
sion has gone up because of these ac-
tions taken in secret by the Federal 
Reserve. 

American workers deserve better and 
the Federal Reserve ought to recognize 
that the wages of American workers 
are under pressure from workers 
around the world, and they ought to 
understand that inflation is different 
today than it was yesterday. 

f 

b 1010 

DOING THE PEOPLE’S BUSINESS 

(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, under Re-
publican leadership, the House is work-
ing hard to change the way we do the 
people’s business. 

Yesterday, we passed an unfunded 
mandate reform bill, which will make 
it harder for the Federal Government 
to tell the American people what to do 
without paying for it. 

Today, we take up the line-item veto, 
which will make it more difficult for 
Congress to pass wasteful pork-barrel 
spending projects. 

Mr. Speaker, in the last election, the 
American people said they wanted 
change. 

They said they wanted a more effi-
cient and smaller Government that 
cost less, spent less, and did fewer stu-
pid things. 

We have heard that message, and in a 
bipartisan fashion, we are working 
hard to make those changes. 

I urge my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle: Let’s not bicker and 
nitpick. Let’s not unnecessarily slow 
down the process for purely partisan 
reasons. Instead, let’s give the Amer-
ican people the kind of Government 
they really want. Let us work together 
to complete the Contract With Amer-
ica. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO AUDIT OPERATIONS OF THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to inform my colleagues of legislation 
that I am introducing to audit the op-
erations of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, including the Reserve Board, the 
Advisory Council, the Open Market 
Committee, and the Reserve banks. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday, the Federal 
Reserve again raised short-term inter-
est rates. In a 2-day meeting behind 
closed doors the Federal Open market 
Committee raised the rate by a half 
point. For the seventh time in a year 
the Fed has seen fit to slow our grow-
ing economy and raise interest rates to 
the highest point since 1991. To para-
phrase Senator Dirksen, a half point 
here, three-quarters of a point there, 
and pretty soon we are talking about 
real interest. 

Immediately after the Fed’s an-
nouncement, major banks across the 
country raised their prime lending rate 
to 9 percent, forming an even bigger 
roadblock for those wanting to buy 
into the American dream of home own-
ership. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to know, as 
I am sure many of my colleagues would 
like to know, what crystal ball the all- 
knowing Federal Reserve Board uses so 
they can keep inflation contained when 
most economists believe that inflation 
is under control. That is why we need 
an audit, and that is why I have intro-
duced this legislation. I ask my col-
leagues to join with me by cospon-
soring this legislation so that we too 
can look behind those closed doors. 

f 

TERM LIMITS 

(Mr. SANFORD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 
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Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

before you and the rest of this body to 
ask for term limits in general, and to 
ask specifically that this body push for 
the English-Dornan-Sanford amend-
ment particularly. 

If we look at term limits, they are 
building blocks toward getting a cit-
izen-filled legislature that this country 
so desperately needs. One of the rea-
sons I think we need them so des-
perately is because, as I take this $20 
bill out, I ask what is it each of us 
works for. Each of us works to put 
bread on the table. 

If we view politics as our career, if we 
view politics as a way to put bread on 
the table, we often are making deci-
sions that are the opposite of what the 
American public would like us to. 

So I ask again that we push for term 
limits in a general way and the 
English-Dornan-Sanford amendment, 
which is a three-term cap for Members 
in the House. 

f 

REPUBLICAN EFFORTS TO HIDE 
TRUE IMPACT OF CONTRACT 
TAX POLICIES 

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, each day 
at the beginning of the session one of 
my Republican colleagues gets up with 
great piety and reads about the Repub-
lican contract. I know they are very 
proud of it, but they do not tell us the 
whole story. 

The Republican Contract on America 
is a budget buster. Yesterday our Joint 
Tax Committee came up with an esti-
mate of what it will cost the Treasury 
for the Republican tax cut package: a 
little less than $200 billion in the first 
2 years, but in the following 5 years, 
over $700 billion more. For what? For 
tax cuts for the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans. 

The Republican contract does not 
stand up for American families, it 
stands up for the monied interests, the 
fat cats. At a time when we should put 
the fat cats in America on a diet, the 
Republican contract puts them on the 
gravy train. 

f 

REMEMBERING THE WORDS OF A 
GREAT PRESIDENT 

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, just over 
14 years ago, Ronald Reagan was sworn 
in as President on the West Front of 
this building. 

His remarks that day were brief, but 
exceptionally stirring and profound. I 
recall one paragraph that is as timely 
now as on that inauguration day. The 
words speak to the motives and goals 
of the Contract With America and are 
superior to my own. 

He said: 

You can see heroes every day going in and 
out of factory gates. Others, a handful in 
number, produce enough food to feed all of us 
and then the world beyond. You meet heroes 
across a counter—and they are on both sides 
of that counter. There are entrepreneurs 
with faith in themselves and faith in an idea 
who create new jobs, new wealth and oppor-
tunity. They are individuals and families 
whose taxes support the Government and 
whose voluntary gifts support church, char-
ity, culture, art, and education. Their patri-
otism is quiet but deep. Their values sustain 
our national life. 

Mr. Speaker, Ronald Reagan will be 
84 on Monday, and on that day this 
House is going to give him a birthday 
gift, something he has wanted for a 
long time: the line-item veto. 

f 

THE SECRET BEHIND THE 
REPUBLICAN STRATEGY 

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr. speaker, one of those 
embarassing genies popped out of the 
bottle last night when NBC–TV re-
vealed the secret behind the Repub-
lican leadership strategies when the 
playbook was opened to public scru-
tiny, and the strategy described might 
be a little scary to Americans looking 
for true change. 

Apparently, according to the Repub-
lican leadership strategy, it is all in 
the wording. You do not like what you 
are doing, call it something else. Amer-
icans believe, according to this play-
book, that the GOP is mean and 
uncaring. That will not do, so how do 
you handle it? Do not talk honestly 
about the programs you are going to 
cut that actually serve people, instead 
talk about slashing bureaucrats. 

If your aim is to cut the capital gains 
tax for the wealthy, do not say 
wealthy, talk about helping the middle 
class. 

And as the playbook says, the media 
is watching what comes first. 

The cynicism suggested in the revela-
tion of this confidential memo will 
leave a sour taste in the mouths of 
most Americans and it should. It is 
time for the GOP to stop sugar coating 
their actions with rhetoric and bumper 
stickers and honestly explain to the 
American people what their aims are. 

f 

INTEREST RATES 

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, the effects of interest rate in-
creases take time to show up in the 
economy. It was only 2 months ago 
that the Fed increased rates three- 
quarters of 1 percent and only 5 months 
since it raised rates by a half percent. 

The Fed raised interest rates another 
half percent yesterday. It was the sev-
enth increase since the beginning of 
1994. The economy grew well in the 

fourth quarter of last year, but we are 
beginning to see signs of a slowdown. 

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Reserve 
looks at the big picture, the nation-
wide, the worldwide picture, but ig-
nores the little picture, our districts 
and our cities. Home builders will build 
fewer houses, realtors will sell fewer 
houses, car dealers will sell fewer new 
and used cars, and our constituents 
will be able to buy fewer of those cars. 

This latest increase adds another 
economic burden to the people in my 
district in Houston as well as it does 
across the country. It means higher 
borrowing costs for consumers, higher 
costs for capital for small business and 
medium-sized businesses, and as the re-
altors have said, it puts the price of a 
down payment on a home out of the 
reach of many Americans. 

It’s time we started looking at the 
little picture. 

f 

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

(Mr. OLVER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, soon we 
will debate the Personal Responsibility 
Act in the Republican contract. But let 
us be honest. It sounds more like the 
female punishment act. It spells out 
exact responsibilities and punishments 
for women on AFDC. But it lets fathers 
off the hook without even a mention. 
Many women and their children are on 
welfare only because the fathers do not 
support their children. 

In my State in the last 6 months, 
4,000 mothers escaped welfare because 
Massachusetts makes fathers support 
their children. We need to make child 
support enforcement part of welfare re-
form. Both mothers and fathers must 
be responsible for the support of chil-
dren. 

f 

INTEREST RATES 

(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, as we 
learned yesterday, the Federal Reserve 
has raised short-term interest rates for 
the seventh time in 1 year. I feel that 
this move was a drastic error in fiscal 
management. 

While this move may aid the wealthi-
est investors on Wall Street, it will 
place an undue burden on the average 
American, forcing many to postpone 
plans of purchasing a new car or a new 
home. This sharp decrease in spending, 
which will inevitably result from the 
increase, could drive the economy into 
a recession. 

Today’s Washington Post, reported: 
‘‘Higher rates are beginning to affect 
one of the strongest parts of the econ-
omy during 1994, the making and sell-
ing of new cars and light trucks.’’ The 
automotive aspect of our Nation’s 
economy is critical and I do not think 
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that it is prudent fiscal policy to place 
this market in jeopardy. 

Mr. Speaker, the average American 
family was dealt a hard blow yesterday 
and I only hope that Mr. Greenspan 
knows something that I do not know. 

f 

STOP PLAYING GOD IN THE 
MARKETPLACE 

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, good morn-
ing, I rise today to object to people 
playing God in the marketplace. 

It is amazing to me that some of the 
economists who claim to be such free 
traders and such believers in the free 
marketplace would intervene in our 
economy a record seven times in the 
past year. They have consistently in-
creased interest rates to the detriment 
of the American consumer. 

Now, while I understand that some 
restraint and some interest rate in-
creases are in fact necessary, it seems 
to me the Fed ought to at least wait 
and see the effect of this last interest 
rate increase. 

I can tell you about the effect of 
their current rate increase: Variable 
rate mortgages will increase. The con-
sumer will be harmed. Credit card bal-
ances will increase. The consumer will 
be harmed. Car purchases will become 
more expensive. The most thriving part 
of the American economy will be jeop-
ardized. 

Mr. Speaker, there are other consid-
erations. We are down here talking 
about people ought to go to work. Well, 
the effect of the raise in the interest 
rates is that there will be less jobs for 
those on welfare and those we want to 
encourage to work. 

We also say people ought to save 
more. There will be less saving because 
of the higher interest rates. 

I wish people would stop playing God 
in the marketplace. 

f 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

(Mr. FLAKE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, today it 
gives me pleasure to rise and voice my 
opinion on child support enforcement 
as it relates to the welfare reform. 

Child support should be a centerpiece 
of any welfare reform measure which 
tends to assist welfare recipients in 
breaking the chain of poverty and en-
tering into the work force. 

In many instances child support 
could be preventive welfare support. If 
more noncustodial parents paid child 
support, some families could avoid wel-
fare dependence altogether. 

A comprehensive child support provi-
sion is essential to resolving the wel-
fare crisis in this country. 

Today almost 63 percent of absent 
parents contribute no child support to 

their children’s welfare. All children 
have two parents. Therefore, we must 
require that both parents live up to 
their responsibilities and obligations. 
Ignoring child support enforcement 
would send the wrong message. 

We would require young mothers to 
be responsible, while giving fathers a 
free ride; 1 in 4 children presently live 
in single-parent homes without strong 
child support enforcement. Many of 
these children will not have the sup-
port they need and deserve. We must do 
everything possible to rectify this ter-
rible problem. 

f 

THE FEDERAL RESERVE DID IT 
AGAIN 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, well, 
they did it yesterday. The Federal Re-
serve secretly met to raise interest 
rates, and in so doing raised the cost of 
living for every American family. 

Connecticut, my home State, has 
just emerged from the recession, and 
working people were just beginning to 
feel more confident again. But the Fed-
eral Reserve dashed those hopeful feel-
ings, and they stole that sense of con-
fidence from the people that I rep-
resent. The promise of an improving 
economy and all that means for work-
ing families in this Nation has been 
dashed by the Federal Reserve’s action. 

I meet with my constituents every 
Saturday morning at supermarkets all 
over my district, and on many occa-
sions they have asked me to stand in 
their shoes, to understand their pain, 
feel their hurt. 

Well, today I pass that advice on to 
Allen Greenspan and the Federal Re-
serve. Come out of the secret meetings, 
leave the hallowed boardrooms of Wall 
Street and visit the living rooms of 
West Haven and Hamden, CT. Take the 
challenge my constituents have given 
me. Walk in their shoes before you do 
this again. 

f 

LINE ITEM VETO ACT 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 55 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 55 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2) to give the 
President item veto authority over appro-
priation Acts and targeted tax benefits in 
revenue Acts. The first reading of the bill 
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall 
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed 
two hours, with one hour equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight and one hour 

equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Rules. After general debate 
the bill shall be considered for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. In lieu of the 
amendments recommended by the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Oversight 
and the Committee on Rules, it shall be in 
order to consider as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment under the five-minute 
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion. That amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be considered as read. Points 
of order against the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute for failure to comply 
with clause 7 of rule XVI are waived. During 
consideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
may accord priority in recognition on the 
basis of whether the Member offering an 
amendment has caused it to be printed in the 
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule 
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted. Any Member may demand a 
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole 
to the bill or to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order as original 
text. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit with 
or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my respected 
friend and colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, this historic 104th Con-
gress has been in session for less than 
1 calendar month, a period that in Con-
gresses past saw little legislative 
progress; lots of talk maybe, but very 
little action unless you count travel. 
But with the brisk winds of change at 
our backs and the unmistakable call 
for fiscal discipline still ringing in our 
ears from the American people we work 
for, we are on our way toward 
fullfilling our Contract With America 
and were moving a lot faster than the 
other major event in this country, the 
O.J. Simpson trial. We have already 
passed an historic balanced budget 
amendment and landmark legislation 
to curb unfunded Federal mandates. 

Today we draw the third side of this 
powerful triangle of reforms to restore 
fiscal sanity to this institution and to 
our Government. The line-item veto 
proposed in H.R. 2 is a real line-item 
veto, with the type of teeth many of us 
know are necessary to bring about 
greater fiscal discipline. It puts the 
emphasis on saving. It makes it harder 
to spend taxpayers’ money. It increases 
accountability and it forces the White 
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House and the Congress to work to-
gether on controlling the Federal budg-
et. 

b 1030 

It is fitting that we consider the line- 
item veto under a wide open rule and 
this is a wide open rule. This is a seri-
ous discussion about reining in Federal 
spending, restoring accountability to 
the congressional budget process and 
balancing the powers of the executive 
and legislative branches of Govern-
ment. This topic deserves the full ben-
efit of the deliberative democratic 
process our Founding Fathers envi-
sioned for this House. I am proud to 
offer my colleagues this wide open 
rule, one that allows any Member to be 
heard on issues of concern. I would also 
like to point out, Mr. Speaker, that we 
have not only created an open rule, an 
open rule-plus, but we have several 
days of time for this issue to be de-
bated on the floor, on the Calendar, 
and brought to some kind of a resolu-
tion. We have, I think, compared to 
past attempts to discuss this issue, 
gone way over the edge in terms of 
scheduling latitude. We have 3 legisla-
tive days in front of us compared to 
really hours only in the past when we 
debated this issue. And I point out that 
in those legislative days we also have a 
weekend which is available for work if 
necessary. 

At this point I understand we have 31 
amendments out there which have been 
filed under the option of prefiling, and 
no doubt we will be hearing other 
amendments under the 5-minute rule 
because we do have one very important 
issue on policy and a whole lot of other 
issues on precedents. 

This rule makes in order as base text 
for the purpose of amendment a sub-
stitute that reflects the combined, bi-
partisan work of the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, 
Chairman CLINGER and the gentle-
woman from Illinois, Mrs. COLLINS, and 
the fine work that they have been 
doing, and the Committee on Rules. 

I was pleased to hear the ranking 
member of the Government Reform 
Committee, Mrs. COLLINS, express her 
appreciation to Chairman CLINGER for 
the fair treatment the minority re-
ceived in his committee. I hope the mi-
nority members of the Rules Com-
mittee felt they too had a fair chance 
to be heard. The spirit of bipartisan-
ship we have seen on this legislation— 
even as some clearly do disagree on 
how far a line-item veto should go—has 
been particularly refreshing and gives 
me great hope. In the course of the 
committee process, we consulted fre-
quently with the Parliamentarian’s Of-
fice for guidance about matters of ger-
maneness, scope and jurisdiction and 
given the technical nature of some pro-
visions, even the experts were not al-
ways in agreement on some of the proc-
esses here. For that reason, this rule 
does include a precautionary waiver for 
clause 7 of rule XVI, which prohibits 
nongermane amendments. While this 

Member and our new committee lead-
ership are generally hesitant to waive 
standing rules, because of the con-
flicting advice from the Parliamentar-
ian’s Office during the committee proc-
ess, important language was included 
in H.R. 2 to give the President the op-
tion to propose that savings from his 
line-item veto be applied toward deficit 
reduction. 

While this language may technically 
have been nongermane to the bill as 
written, I would think most Ameri-
cans—and certainly most Members I 
hope—see the goal of cutting the def-
icit as highly germane to the subject of 
line item veto. If we are going to take 
this step to give the President the au-
thority to cut or reduce spending—or 
targeted tax benefits—we should also 
provide the option that the money be 
saved rather than spent elsewhere. The 
rule provides 2 hours of general debate, 
and then opens the bill to amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. We have in-
cluded in this rule the encouragement 
for Members to have their amendments 
pre-printed in the RECORD. This is not 
a requirement—but it is something all 
Members might want to consider doing. 
Even the distinguished Member from 
West Virginia [Mr. WISE], who has had 
much experience in this House, I am 
told found the need for a technical cor-
rection to an amendment he wishes to 
offer through this voluntary pre-print-
ing process. So it is beneficial it simply 
gives Members and the Parliamentary 
experts alike a chance to review the 
language, understand the implications 
and run the traps on the technical pit-
falls. In my view, this type of rule 
should be called an open-plus rule, be-
cause it offers Members a mechanism 
to better prepare themselves for the 
floor and the debate. This is a bonus to 
deliberative democracy, it is not a hin-
drance. I urge my colleagues to support 
this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON] is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, before 
I speak on the rule, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MONT-
GOMERY was allowed to proceed out of 
order.) 

VA ACTIVATES HELP LINE FOR PERSIAN GULF 
VETERANS 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to announce that today the 
Department of Veterans Affairs is acti-
vating a toll free Help Line for Persian 
Gulf veterans who are concerned about 
their health. The number is 1–800– 
PGW–VETS. 

Mr. Speaker, this Help Line will be 
staffed from 7:30 in the morning until 
8:30 at night. We also expect any day 
now the final regulations to be pub-
lished which will guide the VA in pay-
ing compensation to Persian Gulf vet-
erans with chronic disabilities due to 

‘‘We cannot diagnose what the problem 
is.’’ 

So the veterans of Persian Gulf who 
have problems with their health, there 
is now a toll free number and certainly 
they should call it. 

This assistance is in addition to the priority 
health care VA already provides to Persian 
Gulf veterans and the comprehensive re-
search that is being conducted to find the 
causes of these undiagnosed illnesses. 

I take great pride in being the author of the 
legislation we passed last year, which Presi-
dent Clinton signed last November. We must 
do all we can to help our Persian Gulf vet-
erans and all veterans who are sick or dis-
abled. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GOSS] for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, although we have very 
serious concerns about the bill this 
rule makes in order, we do support the 
rule itself. It is an open rule, as the 
gentleman from Florida has well put it, 
so all Members will have the oppor-
tunity to offer any amendment which 
is in order under the standing rules of 
the House. 

Mr. Speaker, because the rule pro-
vides for 2 hours of general debate, 
there will be ample time to discuss the 
ramifications of this legislation. 

H.R. 2 is a very important piece of 
legislation, and we appreciate the fact 
that this rule will give the House the 
chance to fully air the problems many 
of us have with it, and to debate alter-
native versions and modifications. 

However, I do want to restate for the 
membership the concerns that the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK-
LEY], and other Members and I raised 
about the preprinting provision in the 
rule at the Rules Committee meeting 
yesterday. 

This provision allows the Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole to give 
priority in recognition for the offering 
of amendments to Members who have 
had those amendments printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD before today. 
Its purpose and a good one is to encour-
age Members to give notice of their in-
tent to offer an amendment, without 
actually requiring them to do so. 

A similar provision was included in 
the rule for H.R. 5, the Unfunded Man-
date Reform Act. What we found dur-
ing consideration of that bill is that 
the Chair tended to recognize the ma-
jority floor leader and manager over 
Members with preprinted amend-
ments—and that is certainly within 
the Chair’s discretion, but it caused 
some confusion among the member-
ship. 

In addition, Members offering amend-
ments were not sure if they should pro-
ceed with amendments which were not 
preprinted if there were still other 
amendments pending which had been 
preprinted. And, there was some uncer-
tainty about whether Members would 
be recognized at all if they had not had 
their amendments preprinted. 
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The priority recognition provision, I 

think, adds unnecessary confusion and 
complication to the amending process. 
It is not always going to be feasible to 
have an open rule, but if we are going 
to have what we call an open rule, we 
would much prefer having an old-
fashioned, unfettered open rule. 

I might add that we also hope that 
there is no effort at any point during 
consideration of H.R. 2 to limit debate 
time on any of the amendments Mem-
bers wish to offer. 

I know that that is the intention of 
our friends in the majority, but we ex-
press that hope nonetheless. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take 
just a few moments to highlight the 
concerns that many of us have about 
the bill that this rule would make in 
order. 

While we all agree that reducing Fed-
eral budget deficits is one of the most 
important tasks facing the Nation, and 
that Congress and the President should 
have the necessary tools to accomplish 
that task, many of us do not believe 
that H.R. 2, as reported from the Rules 
Committee and the Government Re-
form and Oversight Committee, de-
serves the support of the House. 

Under H.R. 2, the President’s pro-
posed rescissions or targeted tax ben-
efit repeals would automatically take 
effect unless the Congress specifically 
passes a resolution disapproving those 
proposals. Even if Congress overturned 
the President’s action the President 
could then veto the disapproval which, 
in turn, would have to be overridden by 
two-thirds of both Houses of Congress. 

Thus, the President would be empow-
ered to cancel any spending or tax ben-
efits with the support of only a minor-
ity of the Members of either House. A 
one-third plus one minority working 
with the President would thus control 
spending. 

This procedure would result in a dra-
matic—and possibly unconstitutional— 
shift in responsibility and power from 
the legislative branch to the executive 
branch. This broad shift of power could 
easily lead to abuses. The President 
could target the rescissions against 
particular legislators, or against par-
ticular regions of the country, or 
against the judicial branch e.g. This 
power could be used to force the Con-
gress to pay for a pet Presidential 
project, or to agree to a policy that is 
completely unrelated to budgetary 
matters. 

Furthermore, we would be transfer-
ring this immense amount of power to 
the President with little reason to be-
lieve that it would have much of an ef-
fect on the Federal budget deficit. 

This new line-item veto would be 
used primarily for discretionary spend-
ing—spending which is appropriated 
annually. 

b 1040 

However, discretionary spending, as 
Members well know, which accounts 
for just over one-third of the Federal 
budget, is already the most tightly 

controlled type of spending. Discre-
tionary spending is reviewed and ap-
proved each year, and is subject to 
strict spending caps. In fact, programs 
funded in this manner normally must 
go through two processes in Congress: 
authorization and appropriation. 

Discretionary spending has been de-
clining both as a percentage of the 
total Federal budget, and as a percent-
age of GDP, for the last several years. 
Additional controls on this area of the 
budget will not accomplish much, if 
anything, in the way of deficit reduc-
tion. 

In fact, our efforts to institute addi-
tional mechanisms to control appro-
priated spending have distracted us 
from dealing with the area of the budg-
et which has been growing at a rapid 
rate, and is far more in need of addi-
tional control than, of course, is enti-
tlement programs. Programs com-
prising this type of spending do not re-
quire annual—or even periodic—ap-
proval, and are not subject to spending 
caps. 

Providing new rescission authority 
for discretionary spending, but not for 
entitlements or other types of non-ap-
propriated spending, will further dis-
tort the budget process so far as con-
trol of different types of spending is 
concerned. If our goal is truly to estab-
lish more safeguards against increases 
in spending, we ought to be looking at 
ways to establish more controls for the 
63 or 64 percent of our spending that is 
not subject to the annual appropria-
tions process. 

In addition, discretionary spending is 
an area of the budget where Presidents 
have wanted more spending than Con-
gress has approved. According to the 
Office of Management and Budget, 
from fiscal year 1982 to fiscal year 1993, 
Congress has appropriated $59 billion 
less than the Presidents during those 
10 or 11 years. In addition, over the last 
20 years, Congress has rescinded $20 bil-
lion more than the Presidents have re-
quested in rescissions. 

If those patterns continue, and the 
President is given greater leverage in 
the appropriations process. it is likely 
that he will or she will use the rescis-
sion process—the new line-item veto 
authority—as a threat to secure appro-
priations for programs that the Presi-
dent wants enacted, rather than to re-
duce total spending. 

Mr. Speaker, the other type of spend-
ing H.R. 2 covers is targeted tax bene-
fits. However, the bill’s narrow defini-
tion of ‘‘targeted tax benefit’’ ensures 
that little will be achieved in the way 
of deficit reduction by that provision. 
The vast majority of tax breaks—worth 
hundreds of billions of dollars—would 
remain immune from the President’s 
power to repeal. However, we can rec-
tify that matter by expanding the defi-
nition of targeted tax benefit by adopt-
ing the amendment that will be offered 
by the gentlewoman from New York 
[Ms. SLAUGHTER] and the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT]. 

Most importantly, during consider-
ation of this bill, we will have the op-

portunity to choose a different form of 
rescission—one that will be a very ef-
fective mechanism for making further 
reductions in spending, without pro-
viding for a dangerous and unwise 
transfer of power to the executive 
branch. That is the expedited rescis-
sion proposal that will be offered by 
Messrs. WISE, STENHOLM, and SPRATT. 

The Wise-Stenholm-Spratt proposal 
would permit the President to propose 
to rescind all or part of any discre-
tionary spending, or to repeal any tar-
geted tax provision, passed by Con-
gress. The critical difference between 
this proposal and H.R. 2 is that a re-
scission or repeal could only be enacted 
by approval of both Houses of Congress. 
Thus it maintains Congress’ constitu-
tionally mandated power of the purse, 
and avoids transferring an unwar-
ranted amount of power to the Presi-
dent. At the appropriate time, I strong-
ly urge Members to support this alter-
native to H.R. 2 as reported. 

Mr. Speaker, once again, I want to 
express my support for this open rule, 
and urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], 
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules. 

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the pre-
vious speaker, who I have great respect 
for, a good friend, has inferred that 
this line item veto only affects one- 
third of the Federal budget; in other 
words, discretionary spending. He is 
right, one-third of the Federal budget, 
and how much is that? It is not just 
$500,000. It is not just $5 million. It is 
$500 billion; that is one-third of the 
Federal budget. Where I come from, as 
my colleagues know, that is a heck of 
a lot money. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
BEILENSON] is somewhat critical of a 
preprinting suggestion, and yet a very 
prominent Democrat from his side of 
the aisle filed an amendment so that he 
would have priority in offering his 
amendment. Lo and behold, the Parlia-
mentarian found a flaw in that amend-
ment, and it is a very significant 
amendment which should be debated on 
the floor, but because of preprinting he 
was able to correct the flaw and prefile 
another amendment. So it benefited 
him, a Democrat from the gentleman’s 
side of the aisle, and that is the reason 
we did this. 

Now let me just get back to the bill 
for a minute. As my colleagues know, 
Mr. Speaker, this is just one of the 
proudest days of my life since this is 
the first time this House has ever con-
sidered a reported bill on the line item 
veto. Oh, we have had plenty of votes 
before on this proposal, but always as 
an amendment to another approach, a 
watered-down version which always 
was opposed by the majority leader-
ship. In other words, in the past the 
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leadership on the Democrat side has al-
ways put forth a bill which was a wa-
tered-down version, and that meant 
that those of us that believe in a real 
line item veto then had to fight to offer 
an amendment to strengthen it. And I 
say, ‘‘That puts you at a tremendous 
disadvantage.’’ 

This time we do not have that prob-
lem. Now the real line item veto is on 
the table, and it is up to those in oppo-
sition, the big spenders, to try to water 
it down. But we are not going to let 
that happen. 

I am proud to say that this bill has 
been properly reported by two commit-
tees of this House, one of which I have 
the privilege of chairing. Moreover, it 
has the full support of the majority 
leadership. In fact, this is one of the 
major promises made in our Contract 
With America which was authored by 
our current majority leadership, the 
Speaker and the majority leader. And I 
am sure the American people are 
pleased to see that we are keeping our 
promises in that contract, especially 
on this line item veto bill which has al-
ways enjoyed the support of 70 percent 
of the American people, 70 percent. 

I am also pleased that we were able 
to bring this to this floor under a com-
pletely open rule allowing all Members, 
be they Democrats or Republicans, be 
they liberals or conservatives; they are 
going to have the opportunity to par-
ticipate and work their will on the 
floor of this House, and that is the way 
it should be. 

This bill does enjoy bipartisan sup-
port in this Congress and by the admin-
istration. One of the leaders on the 
Democrat side of the aisle, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. PARKER], 
has fought long and hard to have a real 
line item veto enacted into law. 

We have already seen the delibera-
tive process at work in the two com-
mittees of jurisdiction. Amendments 
have been offered and adopted to 
strengthen and improve this bill, and I 
am sure that will continue to happen 
on this floor. That is what deliberative 
democracy is all about. 

Mr. Speaker, a few years ago, when 
we first started pushing for the legisla-
tive line item veto, there were a few 
doubting Democrats who said, 

Solomon, it’s easy for you to support the 
line item veto when your party controls the 
White House, but we bet you you won’t be so 
gung ho for it if we have a Democrat Presi-
dent. 

Well, here we are. We get a Demo-
cratic President, and here is SOLOMON 
up here fighting for the same line item 
veto for that Democrat President. I 
think this is something that a chief ex-
ecutive in government, regardless of 
political party, should have, just as 43 
Governors of States have it, one of 
them being Governor Tommy Thomp-
son of Wisconsin who has done a tre-
mendous job of putting that State’s fis-
cal house in order. In New York State 
we now have a Republican Governor, 
and he is now going to have that oppor-
tunity which was never exercised by a 

former Governor named Mario Cuomo, 
who left a $4 billion deficit in that 
State. But, Mr. Speaker, more than 
just saying that, I proved it by offering 
this true line item veto twice in the 
last two Congresses under Mr. Clin-
ton’s presidency. I only wish Mr. Clin-
ton had supported me then as he is 
doing here today. We only lost that 
vote by a few votes both of those times; 
seven votes the last time, and it is 
going to be different this year. 

I remember my hero, Ronald Reagan, 
pushing for the line-item veto for 8 
straight years and getting absolutely 
nowhere. Back in 1986, in an address to 
the Nation President Reagan said, and 
I quote: 

No other single piece of legislation would 
so quickly and effectively put order back 
into our budget process. All that it would 
mean is that the President could selectively 
sign or veto individual spending items so 
that he wouldn’t have to take the fat along 
with the meat. 

b 1050 
No, the line-item veto is not a meat 

ax, as some would have us believe. In-
stead, it is a precision knife for doing 
just what President Reagan said it 
would do—separate the fat from the 
meat. 

That is why the American people 
support this overwhelmingly, because 
they are fed up with pork-barrel spend-
ing by this Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not under any de-
lusion that this is some kind of a pan-
acea for deficit reduction. It is not. But 
it can make a significant difference in 
our spending habits and our deficit sit-
uation. And gosh knows, we need it. I 
think one of the greatest benefits will 
be the deterrent effect by discouraging 
us from slipping pork into our appro-
priation bills in the first place. 

I understand the concerns of those 
who feel the line-item veto shifts too 
much authority to the President, and 
that it might somehow be abused or 
used for partisan or political purposes. 
I just happen to disagree with both of 
those arguments. I guess I have enough 
confidence in any President, regardless 
of political party, to use this new tool 
selectively and judiciously. No Presi-
dent in his right mind would want to 
create a major confrontation with the 
entire Congress by grossly abusing this 
authority. Even if a President were 
tempted to overstep the bounds of pro-
priety, he would surely realize Con-
gress would find ways to retaliate. And 
we know we can do that. It would be a 
no-win situation for any President. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I urge 
the Members to support this com-
pletely open rule for the line-item veto 
that it makes in order. We have an his-
toric opportunity this week to really 
do something for the American people. 
If we pass this and it becomes a stat-
ute, a law, coupled with the balanced 
budget amendment, we are going to 
turn around this sea of red ink which is 
literally ruining this country. For your 
children and my grandchildren alike, 
we have got to do something about it. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask the Members to 
please support this rule. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, we 
have always known that our friend, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOL-
OMON], was a man of principle and in-
tegrity. He has proved it again by sup-
porting this bill to give a Democratic 
President this kind of power. 

For purposes of debate only, Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina [Mrs. 
CLAYTON]. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, like my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, I rise in support 
of this wide open rule on the line-item 
veto. 

I want the Speaker to note that this 
rule for the line-item veto is wide open 
today. And I bet it will be wide open 
tomorrow. But on Monday, it is any-
body’s guess. The distinguished chair-
man of the Rules Committee has said 
that the rule will stay open unless he 
decides to close it. That is what wor-
ries me. 

A bill that is open 2 days and closed 
on the third is not an open rule. A rule 
that does not allow Members of Con-
gress to make amendments to a bill is 
closed. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition to being 
wide open, today’s rule on the line- 
item veto contains an interesting con-
dition that we have seen once before. It 
suggests—but does not require— 
preprinted amendments in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been a Member of 
this House for only one term and this 
is my third year, but I can tell you 
right now we do not need a rule to tell 
Members they can print amendments 
in the RECORD. The rules of the House 
take care of that for us. We only need 
a rule if they must print amendments 
in the RECORD. 

I have been told this is for conven-
ience sake but it is unnecessary. 

And, in addition to being unneces-
sary, the preprint-if-you-want condi-
tion is confusing. 

During debate on the unfunded man-
dates bill, which also had a preprint-if- 
you-want condition, the Chair recog-
nized the majority floor manager be-
fore it recognized Members who had 
their amendments preprinted. 

So, if preprinting does not get you 
recognized any earlier, and if this is 
truly a wide open rule, I would like to 
suggest to the Republicans that we dis-
pense with this condition and do an 
open rule the way they used to define 
them. 

But, even if we do not, a strange open 
rule is better than no open rule, and I 
support the open rule. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will my 
friend, the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina, yield? 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Yes, I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from New 
York.– 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would 

just say this to the gentlewoman: She 
said that the chairman of the Rules 
Committee, that being me, has said he 
will close down this rule. That is not 
true. 

The gentlewoman should understand 
that on an open rule, only by a major-
ity action of the House could we close 
down this rule, and I think that is the 
fair way to go about it. That is why we 
in the Rules Committee put out an 
open rule, and now, if there are dila-
tory tactics or stalling tactics—and I 
do not think there will be; I have 
looked at the amendments, and I have 
a lot of faith in the other side of the 
aisle that they are going to be sincere 
about it—but should that happen and 
should it be necessary to close down 
the debate, it would take an action by 
this House, not by me saying so, but by 
a majority of the Members of the 
House. I just wanted to point that out 
to the gentlewoman. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, there 
is a slight difference, but with the gen-
tleman’s leadership, I gather. Is that 
what the gentleman is saying? 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to how much time remains on 
either side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] has 17 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BEILENSON] has 19 
minutes remaining. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GOSS]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to our colleague, the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. 
PRYCE], a valued member of the Com-
mittee on Rules. 

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS]. 

Mr. Speaker, another important 
plank in the Republican Contract With 
America, the line-item veto, comes to 
the floor of the House today under a 
wide open rule, allowing any Member 
of this body to offer a germane amend-
ment. 

This is the third contract item to hit 
the floor since the 104th Congress 
began just 4 weeks ago, following on 
the heels of the balanced budget 
amendment and the Unfunded Mandate 
Reform Act. 

As in the case of the mandate relief 
bill, this open rule gives priority rec-
ognition to Members who have pub-
lished their amendments in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. I would emphasize 
that this is not a preprinting require-
ment. As has been mentioned already, 
printing of amendments in the RECORD 
is purely optional. Members who do not 
preprint amendments will not be pro-
hibited from offering their proposals, 
but many of us who serve on the Rules 
Committee encourage Members to ex-
ercise this option in the future, not 
only to receive priority recognition 
but, more importantly, to inform our 
colleagues in advance of amendments 
that are likely to be offered so that we 

can reduce time-consuming discussion 
on overlapping amendments and have 
more meaningful informed debate. 
With all due respect to my friend, the 
gentlewoman from North Carolina, this 
makes an overall better legislative 
process. 

Supporting this rule, Mr. Speaker, 
will mean full debate on bipartisan leg-
islation specifically designed to help 
restore fiscal discipline to the budget 
process. 

H.R. 2 will help Congress and the ex-
ecutive branch identify and remove un-
necessary and wasteful spending with-
out unduly tying the hands of either 
branch of Government. Of all the issues 
raised during the most recent elec-
tions, I believe the American people 
were most concerned about Federal 
spending and the need to avoid sad-
dling future generations of Americans 
with an increasingly large debt burden. 

Last week we passed a constitutional 
balanced budget amendment to respond 
to those concerns. Today under this 
open process we will consider adding 
yet another weapon in the fight 
against wasteful government spending. 

Public opinion strongly supports the 
line-item veto. Forty-three of the Na-
tion’s Governors hold the line-item 
veto, and just last week President Clin-
ton stood in this very Chamber and 
asked the Congress to give him that 
authority. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this rule. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 5 min-
utes to the distinguished gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I support this open rule for H.R. 2, 
but I oppose the bill. At the outset I 
would like to address a point raised at 
our committee markup. The statement 
was made that the line-item veto is a 
bipartisan issue. That is true. The 
President, like his Republican prede-
cessors, supports it. Republican and 
Democratic Members supported it in 
various forms. 

Even so, I do not believe we should 
decide this issue on the basis of which 
party is in control of the Congress or 
the White House. I have consistently 
opposed this proposal regardless of 
which party controlled the White 
House. 

The approximately 600,000 constitu-
ents of the Seventh District of Illinois, 
which I represent, expect their elected 
Representative to do the job to which I 
was elected. The power of the purse is 
granted to the Congress, not the Presi-
dent. 

Currently, the President can veto 
legislation, but the Congress can over-
ride. This legislation turns the Con-
stitution on its head. It effectively lets 
the President write the legislation. 
Under the procedures of this bill, a 
Presidential rescission is effective, un-
less Congress passes a resolution to 
override. That resolution is subject to 
a veto, which requires two-thirds of 
Congress to override. Thus, just one- 

third plus one of the Congress would 
have the power to uphold a rescission. 
This allows spending decisions by the 
minority. For this reason, I have 
strong doubts of the bill’s constitu-
tionality. 

What is particularly troublesome is 
that if we guess wrong, and regret this 
ceding of power to the President, it 
will probably be impossible to ever re-
verse our decision. A Presidential veto 
would be certain. 

On this point, I would note that in 
testimony before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee last week, Assistant Attor-
ney General Walter Dellenger chal-
lenged the constitutionality of H.R. 2. 
Let me read briefly from his statement 
in which he refers to the authority 
H.R. 2 gives the President over tar-
geted tax benefits. 

It does so by purporting to authorize the 
President to ‘‘veto’’ targeted tax benefits 
after they become law, thus resulting in 
their repeal * * * The use of the term ‘‘veto’’ 
and ‘‘repeal’’ is constitutionally problem-
atic. Article I, clause 7 of the Constitution 
provides that the President only can exercise 
his ‘‘veto’’ power before a provision becomes 
law. As for the word ‘‘repeal’’, it suggest that 
the President is being given authorization to 
change existing law on his own. This argu-
ably would violate the plain textual provi-
sions of Article I, clause 7 of the Constitu-
tion, governing the manner in which federal 
laws are to be made and altered. 

We have an alternative to this bill 
that will be offered as a substitute by 
Congressman WISE, Congressman 
SPRATT, and Congressman STENHOLM. 
The substitute would require Congress 
to vote on a Presidential rescission re-
quest. 

The Wise-Spratt-Stenholm substitute 
is on far sounder constitutional 
grounds that the provisions of H.R. 2. 
The substitute does not tamper with 
the constitutional authority of Con-
gress to tax and appropriate revenues. 
If Congress does not approve the Presi-
dent’s rescission, the rescission would 
not take effect. 

I strongly urge Members to support 
this amendment. It makes it possible 
for Congress to carry out its respon-
sibilities under the Constitution. 

b 1100 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CAMP]. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CAMP 
was allowed to proceed out of order.) 

U.S. TERM LIMITS ORGANIZATION RUNNING 
NEGATIVE ATTACK ADS 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I stand here 
disgusted. Since being elected to Con-
gress I have supported term limits. 
When this body votes on term limit 
legislation in the weeks ahead, I will be 
a vocal proponent of any legislation 
that limits terms. My record is clear, 
consistent, and unwavering. 

Today, at the threshold of finally 
passing term limit legislation, a cer-
tain organization called U.S. Term 
Limits, perhaps because they now face 
obscurity if this body passes term lim-
its, has chosen to run negative and 
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misleading television attack ads 
against me and other term limit sup-
porters. 

This organization, which has been 
subject to allegations of fraudulent pe-
tition gathering, is not aiming their 
guns at opponents of term limits, but 
instead waging a war against their sup-
porters. 

Mr. Speaker, it pains me to realize 
that this organization, which has been 
parading as supporting term limits, is 
nothing but a guardian of the status 
quo and committed to business as 
usual. They have stated publicly they 
will oppose 12-year term limit legisla-
tion that comes to the House floor for 
final passage. I guess their jobs are 
more important than their goal. 

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMP. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio. 

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Michigan 
and congratulate him on his strong 
statement. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished vice 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
the gentleman from greater San 
Dimas, CA [Mr. DREIER]. 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Sanibel for yielding me 
this time so generously, the distin-
guished chairman of the Legislative 
Process Subcommittee. 

Mr. Speaker, needless to say, like all 
of us I rise in support of this very, very 
open rule. 

I heard from the other side a Member 
state that we needed to have an old- 
fashioned, unfettered rule. Well, the 
fact of the matter is, Mr. Speaker, 
nothing could be more unfettered than 
providing the option for Members to in 
fact put their ideas in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, and then allow possibly 
second-degree amendments to come 
forward, as we did yesterday with the 
Dreier-Moakley compromise when we 
were dealing with the unfunded man-
dates legislation. 

This clearly is the kind of example of 
a rule that will allow Members to par-
ticipate and involve themselves in the 
process, even before we come to the 
floor with legislation. 

I believe that this can also be an ex-
ample for a bipartisan spirit, which is 
going to be very important for us in 
the Committee on Rules to proceed 
with. It is a new day. As the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GOSS] said, we are 
just at the end of the first month of the 
104th Congress, and we have had some 
tremendous legislative accomplish-
ments. And I believe that moving 
ahead with item-veto authority for the 
President of the United States is an-
other very clear and strong example of 
that. Doing it under a wide-open 
amendment process is a very good 
thing, not only for this institution, but 
for the country. 

Many people have been saying to me 
over the past several days, as there was 
a high level of frustration during the 
open amendment process on the un-
funded mandates legislation, that we 
should simply ram through our pro-
posals, as though no one cares whether 
or not it is done under an open amend-
ment process. 

I will acknowledge the work that 
goes on up on the third floor does not 
often go recognized, but I believe we 
can in fact proceed with an open proc-
ess for debate on a wide range of legis-
lation, and this is just one example of 
that. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, we 
have no further requests for time at 
this time, and I reserve the balance of 
our time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 21⁄2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Utah 
[Mrs. WALDHOLTZ], a new member of 
the committee. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, as a 
cosponsor of H.R. 2, I rise in strong 
support of this open rule and of this 
legislation. 

The line-item veto is a proven suc-
cess. The Governors of 43 States have 
some form of line-item veto authority, 
including Mike Leavitt in my home 
State of Utah. 

This Nation needs the same kind of 
benefits that Utahans enjoy. We need 
to stop the kind of spending that bene-
fits the favored few at the expense of 
the average taxpayer. For more than 
two decades, Americans have strongly 
supported a line-item veto. It is time 
that we listen to the people and enact 
this legislation. 

Now, this is not a partisan issue. I 
think it is important to note that at a 
time when we have a Democrat in the 
White House, it is a Republican-con-
trolled Congress that will finally give 
the President a line-item veto. 

This issue transcends party lines 
simply because it is not a party issue. 
It is a people issue. For too long Con-
gress has failed to bring spending under 
control and in doing so it has failed the 
American people. Time and again Con-
gress manages to circumvent the few 
budgetary restraints it sets for itself, 
and the people are fed up. They are 
tired of picking up the tab for unjusti-
fied spending. 

Some have said this alters the bal-
ance of power between the executive 
and the legislative branches. But this 
line-item veto does not allow the Presi-
dent to substitute his spending prior-
ities for Congress. The President can-
not spend more money, and he cannot 
use the funds he cuts to fund other pro-
grams he would like to spend the 
money on. He can only help us save 
taxpayers’ money. 

As we struggle to balance the budget 
and work to control excessive spending 
of the last few decades, it is crucial 
that we have every fiscal tool at our 
disposal, and the line-item veto is one 
of those tools. 

Let me take a moment to commend 
my colleague, the gentleman from 

Florida [Mr. GOSS] for the work he did 
in committee on this bill. As originally 
drafted, H.R. 2 did not contain a mech-
anism with an established time frame 
to ensure that a disapproval bill could 
actually make it to the House floor for 
a vote. This concern was raised by both 
sides of the aisle, and the gentleman 
successfully drafted language that ad-
dresses this concern. 

Congress has repeatedly shown itself 
unwilling and unable to control spend-
ing, pork-barrel spending. The line- 
item veto is a step in the right direc-
tion, to eliminate unnecessary and 
wasteful government spending. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this rule and the line-item 
veto. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 6 min-
utes to the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. VOLKMER]. 

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the 
gentleman from California and also the 
gentleman from New York and the 
other gentleman from the Committee 
on Rules for giving us an open rule on 
this very important piece of legisla-
tion. 

As one who has supported a line-item 
veto for many years, I am not a John-
ny-come-lately, and many of us are 
not, we who have worked on this legis-
lation. But some of us who have been 
students of history, and love our Con-
stitution and believe in a balance of 
power between the executive branch, 
the legislative branch, and the judicial 
branch, do not feel that we should give 
to the executive branch an inordinate 
amount of power as far as spending pri-
orities are concerned, and that is basi-
cally what the base bill by the Repub-
lican Party does. 

It gives to whoever is in that execu-
tive branch—and I have a Democratic 
President at this time, and I strongly 
object to giving our President, whether 
he be Democrat or Republican, that 
power—that power over the purse that 
I think distorts what our Founding Fa-
thers did in our Constitution. 

b 1110 

Our Founding Fathers gave us a pro-
cedure, gave us the way to keep the 
balance of power between the three 
branches of Government. This line- 
item veto, as proposed in the base bill, 
would give the President of the United 
States, one person, one-third of the 
House or one-third of the Senate plus 
one, one of each, either one, the power, 
the power over the purse strings in set-
ting priorities of this Congress. 

All I ask anybody to do is to go back 
a few years to the 1980’s. We have heard 
on this floor before, in 1 minutes and 
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others, talk about the Reagan years 
and how great the Reagan years and 
how this revolution was started in the 
Reagan years. 

I want every one of my colleagues to 
go back and look at the Reagan budg-
ets submitted by that President and 
the spending priorities in those budg-
ets. I would not have very many people 
anymore in my district in rural Mis-
souri. I would not have towns that now 
have running water, now have sewer 
systems. I would not have a lot of chil-
dren who have got an education at the 
University of Missouri or Kirksville or 
in Marysville or any of these other 
places because, if we look at those 
budgets, we would have found that that 
President’s spending priorities, those 
spending priorities of that President 
were to eliminate or drastically cut 
many of the programs that were bene-
ficial. 

They are not pork. But he could have 
very easily have zeroed them out, after 
we appropriated them, because we de-
cided in the Congress, no, we are not 
going to do that. We are not going to 
relegate many of our youngsters to a 
high school education and that is all. 
We are not going to tell the American 
public that they do not need good clean 
water to drink, that they can continue 
to do like their forefathers do and haul 
it in because they do not need running 
water; they do not need a water tower 
and a water system, they do not need 
that. We cannot spend our money for 
that. 

Those were the priorities, if Members 
will look at that budget, they will find 
those priorities. 

That is what scared some of us to 
death, when they started talking about 
giving that President that one Presi-
dent, any President, and one-third of 
the House or one-third of the Senate 
plus one the power over the purse. 

For that reason, I strongly object and 
will oppose and will strongly vote 
against the proposal for the line-item 
veto on that side. 

However, on the other side, I will 
strongly support, strongly support the 
Wise-Stenholm-Spratt provision that 
says a majority, a majority decides 
along with the President. 

I believe in majority rule. I believe 
this country was based and had been 
based on 200 years on majority rule. 
And, therefore, I appreciate the Com-
mittee on Rules permitting us to offer 
the Spratt-Stenholm-Wise provision 
that I think would continue the bal-
ance of power between the executive 
and the legislative and the judicial 
branches. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. McInnis], 
also a member of the Committee on 
Rules. We are glad to have the gen-
tleman aboard. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I also ex-
press appreciation to the gentleman 
from Florida for allowing me to speak 
this morning for a couple of minutes. 

First of all, this is exciting. This is 
very refreshing. We have got a rule now 

that is going to allow us to discuss for 
3 days the line-item veto. Last year I 
can remember what we got allowed to 
us by the other side, a total of 3 hours. 
We get 3 days now. That is the dif-
ference. That is the beauty of this rule. 
So I commend the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules, and I commend 
the committee on both sides of the 
aisle for allowing this kind of rule so 
that we can have the discussions that 
are necessary. 

Second of all, let us talk about the 
merits of the line-item veto. Take a 
look at the defense budget. No Presi-
dent in the history of this country has 
been allowed, because of the defense 
necessary for this country, to veto the 
defense budget. So what happens, that 
is the obvious place to put in pork, to 
tuck it away. The Congressional Re-
search Service estimates that $50 bil-
lion worth of nondefense-related appro-
priations have been stuffed into the de-
fense budget because no President 
would dare veto that appropriation. 
Now with the line-item veto, that game 
is over, folks. 

Let us give it to the President, 
whether the President is Democrat or 
Republican, let us stop the games. Let 
us get into budget management. 

Finally, in regards to the comment 
that this is not a balance of power 
when we allow the President to have a 
line-item veto, as the Republican bill 
does. Of course, it is a balance of 
power. The veto is a basic part of our 
Constitution. It is a basic part of the 
procedure. And there is a balance in 
there in that it can be overridden with 
two thirds. It is not different than any 
other veto. 

I strongly support the Republican 
version. Again, I commend the chair-
man of the Committee on Rules for al-
lowing us 3 days of debate on the line- 
item veto. No more ‘‘three hours and 
you’re out.’’ 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 6 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT]. 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I op-
pose the line-item veto. Very simple, 
the presidency has become so powerful 
that the President can bail our Mexico 
and Congress does not even question it. 
From what I understand, the congres-
sional leaders on both sides of the aisle 
nodded their heads and said, go ahead, 
Mr. President, under some sort of exec-
utive authority that you may have, go 
ahead and enact a program that 80 per-
cent of the American people oppose and 
could not pass through the Congress. 

Now, I am not knocking President 
Clinton. I am talking about the presi-
dency and the separation of powers, le-
gitimate separation of powers. 

I have seen over the years the Con-
gress of the United States, their au-
thority usurped by Presidents who are 
making decisions, clearly within the 
constitutional province of the people to 

a duly elected Congress, and the Con-
gress has not challenged it. 

I believe on the eve here, in the wake 
of this Mexican bailout, that the Con-
gress of the United States should go to 
court and attempt to enjoin this White 
House from proceeding and get a deter-
mination in the courts as to whether or 
not the people rule in America or the 
White House becomes the autocratic 
ruler around here. 

And I would not be the one making 
this statement. That should be coming 
from the Speaker and the leaders of the 
Congress who passively turned their 
backs. 

Now, I want to talk business about 
line-item veto. I want my colleagues to 
imagine this little political science 
scenario: 1993 budget of President Clin-
ton, I was one of the 40-plus Democrats 
to oppose that budget. I disagreed with 
the raising of taxes with no accom-
panying move to mitigate our trade 
problems and our bankruptcy. And I 
stood strong in meetings at the White 
House, and the President and I had a 
very good exchange in the cabinet 
room about it. 

When it came to the floor, I spoke 
out against that budget. I did not know 
that I would be the only Democrat who 
would have spoken out. I guess Demo-
crats bit their tongue. And while some 
of them may laugh about this, while 
Democrats bit their tongue, Repub-
licans are the majority. 

I want Members to imagine a meet-
ing with the line-item veto authority 
in the cabinet room. The President 
says to the Vice President, ‘‘AL, I see 
where TRAFICANT got an expansion for 
x-ray equipment for that veterans out-
patient clinic.’’ 

‘‘Yes sir, Mr. President. Look, I am 
not going to take his side, but his con-
stituents have to drive to Cleveland for 
an x-ray.’’ 

‘‘AL, I see where there’s five bridges 
in that highway bill.’’ 

‘‘Mr. President, those bridges are 
condemned that community has so 
many problems.’’ 

‘‘AL, I see where there is some expan-
sion at that air base and there are cuts 
all around America.’’ 

‘‘Mr. President, that’s cost-effective. 
They have the greatest airport in the 
country, and they have no passengers 
because of the near proximity of Cleve-
land and Pittsburgh.’’ 

b 1120 

‘‘AL, let me ask you something. 
Maybe it’s time that we get a reck-
oning here, AL. Maybe it’s time we get 
TRAFICANT’s attention. TRAFICANT 
wants that bridge. You tell him next 
year we’ll talk a little better on that 
tax vote. 

‘‘His people need those veteran out-
patient services, I can understand it, 
but you tell TRAFICANT, we’ll talk 
about them next year after that vote 
on Mexico. 
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‘‘And then you let TRAFICANT go 

through the Congress where he’s going 
to protect everybody else’s bridges and 
try and override that, AL.’’ 

I am not saying the President is 
going to do that, but you, Congress, 
will empower the President to have a 
meeting just like that in the dark 
rooms of the White House. 

I am opposed to transferring any 
more of the people’s power to the presi-
dency. Nothing to do with Bill Clinton. 
You are not transferring power, Con-
gress. You are transferring the power 
of the people. In American the people 
are supposed to govern. Where did we 
change that? 

We have evolved to a situation where 
the agencies of the government pass 
regulations that waive the Constitu-
tion. Look at the IRS. Now it has got-
ten to the point where a President real-
izing he cannot pass a piece of legisla-
tion that he supports, namely a bill out 
of Mexico, sidesteps the Congress and 
in fact says, ‘‘For the betterment of 
America, I’m going to go beyond the 
authority of the people’s Congress and 
enact this.’’ 

The Republican majority wants to 
empower the President to be able to 
reach into the people’s budget and 
strike out issues called line item to 
stop pork. 

In closing, let me say this. One of 
George Bush’s last budgets, he asked 
for a balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution and a line-item veto, 
and I am not putting President Bush 
down, but while he asked for a line- 
item veto to stop pork and he asked for 
a balanced budget amendment—that 
evidently does not work in D.C., I 
might add—George Bush asked for a 
record amount of new spending without 
revenue, $322 billion. 

George Bush is not here any longer. I 
do not want to give Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt, if I were in those days, 
Harry Truman, John Kennedy, Richard 
Nixon, Gerald Ford, George Bush, Ron-
ald Reagan, Jimmy Carter, Bill Clinton 
or whomever any more power. They 
execute the laws of the people. 

They administer the government of 
the people and, damn it, we run it. Act 
like it. 

I oppose this line item veto and ask 
our party on this side to force the Re-
publican majority to transfer the 
power to the American people. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts [Mr. BLUTE], who is a major spon-
sor and has done yeoman’s work on 
this legislation. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to support this open rule which 
will provide for extended debate in this 
House on the line item veto, longer 
than it has ever been debated before. 

In the 102d Congress, the total time 
the House devoted to debate was 40 
minutes. In the 103d Congress, the 
House only debated for 41⁄2 hours in the 
first session and only 3 hours and 10 
minutes in the second session for such 
an important issue. 

I commend the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], the chairman and 
the entire Committee on Rules for giv-
ing us a rule which not only gives the 
House extended debate but also allows 
the consideration of all amendments by 
Members of this body. 

I hope that the Members vote in 
favor of this open rule so that we can 
get on with this debate on the real line 
item veto. I urge Members to support 
the Clinger bill. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KLECZKA]. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I also 
support the rule and will be supporting 
line item veto authority for the Presi-
dent. I come from Wisconsin. It has 
been in our Constitution for years. 
Even though the current Governor is 
now abusing that power, I think it is 
one which Governors should have and 
Presidents should have. But I am a lit-
tle concerned over this rule. 

I am told it is an open rule, but it is 
an open rule if, and the ‘‘if’’ is, if we do 
not finish by Monday night and wrap 
this and give it as a birthday present 
to President Reagan, then we are going 
to close it. I am saying that is kind of 
phony symbolism. I do not know. We 
could be done before Monday or early 
Monday on this proposition, but what I 
am told and what the rumor mill 
around here is that it is open but we 
cannot go past Monday night because 
then we go past President Reagan’s 
birthday. 

I am saying if in fact that is how we 
are going to legislate with that type of 
phony symbolism, then what bill do we 
pass on President Ford’s wedding anni-
versary? Have you selected that yet? 
And if amendments are pending, do we 
have to stop talking? 

How about President Nixon’s con-
firmation date? I am assuming there is 
some legislation that has been pegged 
to hit on that date and not an hour 
later. 

I will support the rule but I will be 
very, very interested to watch the ma-
jority on Monday once we start getting 
into the evening hours and at that 
point watch them close this process up, 
because this has to be wrapped and 
sent to California—for President Rea-
gan’s birthday? 

That is the same type of symbolism 
we had last night with these three 
rules, on three noncontroversial bills. 
So the Committee on Rules, to up their 
batting average, put out three open 
rules on three bills which needed no 
rule, they put the taxpayers through 
the expense of not only drafting but 
printing up the rules. 

I checked back here where the rules 
are left for the Members’ edification 
and was told that they were thrown 
away. I wish I was here on the floor 
last night to grab that garbage bag so 
I could bring it here and say, ‘‘This is 
the phony symbolism, American tax-
payers, that we’re going through.’’ 

We have to pass legislation on Presi-
dents’ birthdays, we have to do rules 

which are not necessary to up the ma-
jority’s batting average, and what hap-
pens? It is wasted because they are 
thrown in the garbage. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], 
the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I will try not to use 
the whole minute and a half. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, he ought to 
be careful about using terms like 
‘‘phony symbolism.’’ I think people on 
both sides are sincere in this body. 

Let me just say this. This is not just 
a birthday present for Ronald Reagan. 
It is a birthday present for the Amer-
ican people. They want this and they 
want it badly. 

Second, we have got a contract to 
abide by. We have had as little as 40 
minutes debate on this subject in the 
past. Last year, just 3 hours and 10 
minutes. This time it is going to be 3 
days. I do not think we should be criti-
cized for that. I think that is being 
more than open and fair. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. NETHERCUTT]. 

(Mr. NETHERCUTT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida for 
yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of the rule to accompany H.R. 
2, the Line-Item Veto Act. 

Today, we take up the third plank of 
the Contract With America, having 
passed overwhelmingly the balanced 
budget amendment and a bill to curb 
Federal unfunded mandates. The Amer-
ican people elected a Republican Con-
gress last November so that we could 
bring to open debate the many pieces 
of legislation that have wide popular 
support, such as the provisions of the 
Contract With America. The people are 
eager to move quickly on this legisla-
tion and I hope that we will not have 
numerous, dilatory amendments of-
fered on this bill. 

For too long, a spendthrift Congress 
has squandered, without restraint, the 
tax dollars of the American people on 
wasteful programs. Congress has shown 
an institutional inability to control its 
runaway spending habits. Therefore, 
the time has come to make the Presi-
dent a full partner in the quest for ra-
tionality and sensibility in the budget 
process. 

History will record that the passage 
of the line-item veto will be the most 
significant achievement of these his-
toric 100 days. It is a tribute to the 
leadership of this House that we will, 
today, take up this legislation under 
an open rule and I commend the Speak-
er, Chairman SOLOMON and Chairman 
CLINGER for the work they have done to 
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bring this bill to the floor. In preceding 
Congresses, this bill would have never 
seen the light of day and certainly not 
under a rule allowing everyone on both 
sides of the aisle with an interest in 
the bill to offer an amendment. 

In the past, Congress has sent the 
President bloated, omnibus legislation 
filled with questionable spending items 
that would be impossible to justify on 
their own. We need to give the Presi-
dent the authority to delete these 
items to act as a check in the classical 
constitutional system of checks and 
balances on the past tendency of Con-
gress to bankrupt our future. 

The people of the Fifth District of 
Washington are in strong support of 
this cost-cutting measure and I strong-
ly urge my colleagues to unanimously 
support this rule and this legislation. 

b 1130 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am privi-
leged to yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
LINDER], a member of the Committee 
on Rules and the Subcommittee on 
Legislation. We are proud to have him. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by ex-
pressing my support for House Resolu-
tion 55, an open rule which allows for 
thorough consideration of H.R. 2, the 
Line-Item Veto Act. I am a cosponsor 
of H.R. 2 and I strongly support this 
fiscally responsible piece of legislation, 
but I am pleased that all Members will 
have the opportunity to debate a sig-
nificant number of alternatives on the 
House floor in coming days. 

While I agree that, by itself, the line- 
item veto does not provide a silver bul-
let to end all wasteful Federal spend-
ing. I am confident that, with a cooper-
ative congressional-Presidential effort 
to cut spending, we will be able to re-
move much of the wasteful spending 
that so offends the American people. 

I want to congratulate the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GOSS] for his hard 
work in crafting the language that es-
tablishes the expedited procedures 
which set forth a specific timetable for 
congressional action in responding to a 
President’s line-item veto message. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2 was favorably re-
ported from both Government Reform 
and Oversight and the Rules Com-
mittee, and this open rule received 
unanimous support by the Rules Com-
mittee members. The rule allows any 
Member the opportunity to perfect the 
line-item veto, and I urge my col-
leagues to adopt the rule. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, if I do 
not have a chance to reclaim any of my 
time, let me again urge my colleagues 
to vote for this open rule. 

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate 
only, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. I simply rise to 

commend the Committee on Rules for 
passing out an open rule and urge sup-
port of the rule. 

I think this is really the test of an 
open rule, and that is when we have 
tough issues. We saw an open rule 
under unfunded mandates. Yes, there 
were many amendments, but there 
were many issues drawn and Members 
got a chance to express themselves and 
cross-examine Members on both sides 
of the aisle. I hope we do that again as 
on unfunded mandates, and I want to 
compliment the Committee on Rules 
for preserving this debate. Next to our 
voting card our constituents give us, 
the right of free debate and the ability 
to cross-examine one another on issues 
is one of the most important privileges 
we have in this House. 

We should not get too caught up in 
the 100 days. Otherwise, the 100 days 
could end up looking like George 
Bush’s golf game. He played really fast, 
but it was not really a good game. 

I hope we can preserve open rules so 
we have free and open debate that is 
subject to cross-examination on the 
basic ideas about the direction of this 
Government. Again I want to thank 
the Committee on Rules on preserving 
an open rule on this measure. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART], a distinguished member 
of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I 
am very pleased that the last two dis-
tinguished colleagues from the other 
side of the aisle who spoke thanked the 
majority on the Committee on Rules 
for issuing an open rule, especially 
after there had been so much confusion 
brought forth previously with regard 
to, and with much imagination, I 
might add, imagination with regard to 
the fact, for example, yesterday a num-
ber of bills were brought to the floor 
with open rules; in other words, with 
the ability of any Member to present 
any amendment that any Member 
wishes to, and yet, with a lot of imagi-
nation, objection was made to that. It 
was said, ‘‘Well, you should not do 
that. You should waive the rules,’’ and 
put it on something called the suspen-
sion calendar or something. 

And there was imagination used 
today on this floor, with good faith I 
am sure, that this open rule was maybe 
not an open rule, it was something else 
because we want to give notice to col-
leagues here on the floor by urging, by 
encouraging Members who are going to 
present an amendment to notify Mem-
bers beforehand by publishing them be-
forehand that they plan to introduce 
an amendment, not requiring, but giv-
ing incentive, giving encouragement to 
Members to provide our colleagues 
with notification. 

So again I am glad that the two last 
distinguished Members thanked the 
majority, Chairman SOLOMON and the 
majority of the Committee on Rules 
for permitting—and this is important, 
this is procedural, but it is important— 

any Member of this Congress to bring 
forth any amendment with regard to 
this very important measure, which is 
the line-item veto. 

It is something that was almost ex-
traordinarily, extraordinarily I would 
say, but not unheard of, but extraor-
dinarily unique in previous Congresses. 
This time the Members representing 
their constituents can bring forth any 
amendments, even on as important a 
measure as this, any amendments that 
they wish. 

This is serious business that we are 
doing today. There is no doubt. I am 
one of those who is of the belief that 
our constitutional Presidency in the 
United States is not only a strong 
Presidency, it could be categorized as 
an imperial Presidency. We have a 
Presidency where the President can 
send troops to die in any foreign coun-
try, can even pledge billions and bil-
lions of dollars from the U.S. Treasury, 
with the full faith and credit of the 
American people, to foreign countries 
unilaterally. So talking about a strong 
Presidency, it is a strong Presidency. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, we need 
every—albeit in this case small weap-
on, the line-item veto for the task at 
hand—every weapon available for the 
task at hand during the next 5 to 7 
years, and that is to balance the Fed-
eral budget. It is not going to be easy. 
It is going to be extraordinarily dif-
ficult, in fact. But this is one very nec-
essary, I believe, weapon, and it has 
been seen in State after State of our 
Union that it is useful to the chief ex-
ecutives, and I am sure it will be useful 
to the Chief Executive of either party, 
of both parties in the United States in 
helping us balance the budget, which is 
necessary for future generations to 
maintain our strength economically 
into our posterity. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). All time has 
expired. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 55 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2. 

b 1139 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2) to give 
the President line-item veto authority 
over appropriation acts and targeted 
tax benefits in revenue acts, with Mr. 
BOEHNER in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 
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Under the rule, the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER]. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 21⁄2 minutes. 

At the outset, may I wish everybody 
a Happy Groundhog Day. As the Con-
gressman who represents Punx-
sutawney Phil, he did not see his shad-
ow, so winter is going to be over short-
ly, and I think that is a good omen as 
we bring H.R. 2, the line-item veto to 
the floor. I think it is a harbinger of 
that which is a historic piece of legisla-
tion which when we enact it, as we 
will, will complete the second install-
ment on the Republican Contract With 
America. Together with the balanced 
budget amendment and entitlement re-
forms, this bill provides much needed 
reform of Congress’ bloated tax-and- 
spending habits. 

H.R. 2 gives the President line-item 
veto authority over discretionary ap-
propriations and targeted tax benefits. 
The bill allows the President to reduce 
or eliminate any discretionary spend-
ing specified in an appropriations bill 
or accompanying report, and to veto 
any tax benefit which he determines 
would benefit 100 or fewer taxpayers. 

Under H.R. 2, the President will have 
10 days after signing an appropriation 
or revenue act to submit to Congress a 
special message identifying his rescis-
sion or veto proposals. A separate re-
scission or veto message will be re-
quired for each act and each message 
must be considered en bloc. 

Upon receipt of the President’s mes-
sage, Congress will have 20 days for 
both Houses to pass a resolution of dis-
approval in order to prevent the cuts. 
If either House fails to pass the dis-
approval resolution, then the rescis-
sions will take effect. If, on the other 
hand, both Houses vote to release the 
appropriation or enact the tax benefit 
by passing resolutions of disapproval, 
the disapproval resolution would be 
presented to the President for signa-
ture or veto. A Presidential veto would 
return the bill to Congress, which 
would have 5 days to override by a two- 
thirds vote of each House. 

This process is fundamentally dif-
ferent from that in existing law which 
favors spending by permitting either 
House of Congress to force the release 
of moneys through inaction. Currently, 
unless both Houses pass bills to ap-
prove the rescission proposal, the 
money must be spent. Under H.R. 2, 
however, the cuts would stand unless 
both Houses vote to disapprove the re-
scissions and force the release of 
money. 

While current law tilts the table to-
ward Congress and spending, under 

H.R. 2, the table would be tipped to-
ward the President and saving. This is 
a major reform of the Federal spending 
process, and one favored by the over-
whelming majority of the American 
people according to CNN, USA Today, 
and Gallup polls. 

Because this legislation offers an im-
portant step toward deficit reduction 
and a balanced Federal budget, one 
which will help to eliminate our cur-
rent $4.7 trillion dollar debt and con-
tinuing $200 billion plus yearly deficits, 
I urge adoption of the bill which Presi-
dent Clinton has requested—the 
strongest possible line-item veto. I 
urge the adoption of H.R. 2. 

b 1140 

I might say the President himself, 
President Clinton, has requested that 
we send him the strongest possible en-
hanced rescission bill that we can 
present him. 

So I would urge adoption of H.R. 2. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.) 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I am opposed to H.R. 2, the Line 
Item Veto Act. I think it gives any 
President whether Democrat or Repub-
lican far too much power over congres-
sional spending decisions, and I do not 
believe it would have any significant 
impact on Federal spending. 

We have heard a lot in recent weeks 
about what the voters were telling 
their Representatives in the last elec-
tion. What I heard loud and clear was a 
cry for greater responsibility on the 
part of each Member of Congress. 

Our first responsibility as Members 
of Congress is to be truthful and thor-
ough in making the laws of the land. 
Unfortunately, H.R. 2 is not truthful 
about its provisions. 

Even though this bill is called the 
Line Item Veto Act, it is not a normal 
line-item veto bill. Instead, it would 
give the President the most extreme 
power to cancel programs and projects. 
Chairman CLINGER himself has charac-
terized the bill as the strongest pos-
sible grant of Presidential power. 

Some have said that it mirrors the 
line-item veto authority that 43 gov-
ernors enjoy; but this bill is consider-
ably different. 

One need only read the committee re-
port to know that. On page 11, it says, 
and I quote ‘‘H.R. 2 differs fundamen-
tally from the kind of item-veto au-
thority granted to Governors in 43 
States.’’ Yet I am willing to bet we will 
continue to hear dozens of speakers 
talk about the item-veto power of 43 
Governors. They probably did not read 
this bill. 

H.R. 2 would produce such an ex-
treme shift of authority from Congress 
to the President that it is likely to be 
unconstitutional. Unfortunately, this 

bill is also another example of how 
haste makes waste. 

Proponents of the bill did not under-
stand the broad sweeping powers they 
were granting the President until it 
was raised at the markup. Now they 
are trying to rewrite the bill to more 
clearly define what a line item of 
spending authority is. 

Everyone should also be concerned 
that a President could easily abuse the 
extraordinary power H.R. 2 would give 
him. As reported, the bill lets a Presi-
dent define, in any way he chooses, a 
line of spending authority that he ve-
toes. This bill does not restrict a Presi-
dent—whether he or she is a Democrat 
or a Republican—to simply eliminating 
or reducing spending in the form that 
Congress passes it, either in an appro-
priations bill or report accompanying 
the bill. 

The original draft report of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight stated, and I quote: 

We decided on enhanced rescission for sev-
eral reasons. It permits Congress to continue 
appropriating with lump sums. Moreover, 
after a President signs an appropriations 
bill, he may go as deep as he likes within an 
appropriations account to propose specific 
rescissions. 

Dr. Robert Reischauer, Director of 
the Congressional Budget Office, testi-
fied before our committee that extreme 
proposals like H.R. 2, give the Presi-
dent ‘‘greater potential power than a 
constitutionally approved item veto.’’ 

Dr. Reischauer went on to say that 
the authority in this bill would actu-
ally allow the President to ‘‘define a 
line item as any portion of an appro-
priation enacted into law.’’ In effect, 
any President whether Democrat or 
Republican could reach inside a line 
item in order to cut a particular 
project. 

For example, H.R. 2 could allow any 
President be he Democrat or Repub-
lican to threaten the independence of 
Federal judges he does not like, by 
using the line-item veto to cut funds 
for the operation of particular courts. 
Any President could also cut funding 
for important water, road or other 
projects in States or regions of the 
country that did not support him in an 
election. Similarly, any President 
could cut funds out of the legislative 
appropriations bill for a particular 
committee of the Congress, if he want-
ed to retaliate for its activities. 

Even if a President did not abuse this 
power, this legislation could not pos-
sibly have much impact on the Federal 
debt. Under H.R. 2, a President would 
not be able to use the line-item veto on 
the biggest items in the Federal budg-
et—interest on the debt and mandatory 
spending—which account for about 65- 
percent of all Federal spending. 

Instead, the Line Item Veto Act 
would apply to only about 35-percent of 
Federal spending that is subject to ap-
propriations, and this spending has ac-
tually been declining in recent years. 

It is an absolute fallacy, therefore, to 
suggest that the lack of Presidential 
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line-item veto authority has contrib-
uted significantly to the Federal debt, 
which has grown from just over $900 
billion in 1980 to a projected $4.9 tril-
lion this year. Instead, reckless, irre-
sponsible spending produced this debt. 

At the President’s insistence in 1981, 
Congress passed a gigantic tax cut that 
cost the Federal Government nearly 
$270 billion in lost revenues by 1988. 
During that same period and, again, at 
the President’s request, defense spend-
ing more than doubled, even though we 
had no way to pay for it. 

As a result, 28 percent of all income 
tax receipts now go to pay just for the 
interest on the new debt which the 
Federal Government incurred between 
1981 and 1993. To put this in some per-
spective, only about 5 percent of in-
come tax receipts go to pay for the cost 
of providing welfare to needy Ameri-
cans. 

It is also untrue that Presidents have 
been more aggressive than Congress in 
trying to curb Federal spending. Over 
the last 20 years in which Presidents 
have had authority to rescind appro-
priations, all Presidents have proposed 
a grand total of $72 billion in rescis-
sions. During that same time, the Con-
gress has approved rescissions that 
total $92 billion—that is, $20 billion 
more than Presidents have requested. 

In addition, Presidential budget re-
quests have actually been greater than 
what Congress has appropriated in all 
but 5 of the last 15 fiscal years. 

Together with Congresswoman THUR-
MAN and Chairman CLINGER, I proposed 
an amendment that gives Congress the 
right to fully consider a Presidential 
rescission proposal. That amendment is 
contained in the bill we are now con-
sidering. It guarantees that a Member 
of Congress would, at least, have the 
right to call up a President’s rescission 
for a vote on the floor. 

But, this is not enough. The Con-
stitution gives the Congress, not the 
President, responsibility for deciding 
how to spend Federal revenues. Should 
we invest more in defense and less in 
health and nutrition programs for chil-
dren and the elderly? Should we give 
tax cuts or increase spending on edu-
cation? 

These are tough decisions that each 
and every Member of Congress is sent 
to Washington to make. We cannot ex-
pect the President to do our work for 
us. 

Mr. Chairman, these first few days of 
the Congress seem to be devoted more 
to gimmicks and buzzwords, and less to 
honesty with the American people. 
Rules for unfunded mandates, line-item 
veto, and balanced amendments do lit-
tle to tell the American people how the 
deficit will be reduced. 

The new majority, who now controls 
the Congress, owes the people an hon-
est appraisal of how they intend to bal-
ance the budget. Honesty and responsi-
bility is what the people are demand-
ing, and that is what they deserve. 

b 1150 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOL-
OMON], the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Rules. 

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I requested permission 
to submit extraneous material for the 
RECORD, that material being the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union’s 1993 rating of 
the big spenders in Congress. And I 
would ask the Chairman and others to 
pay attention to who is for this line- 
item veto and who is opposed to it. You 
will find out that all the big spenders 
are opposed to it, and those who voted 
for fiscal restraint are for it. 

The document referred to is as fol-
lows: 

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION—1993 
TAXPAYERS’ FRIENDS 

Arizona: Sen. John McCain. 
California: Rep. Christopher Cox, Rep. 

Randy Cunningham, Rep. John T. Doolittle, 
Rep. David Dreier, Rep. Wally Herger, Rep. 
Duncan Hunter, Rep. Howard P. McKeon, 
Rep. Carlos J. Moorhead, Rep. Richard W. 
Pombo, Rep. Dana Rohrabacher, Rep. Ed 
Royce. 

Colorado: Sen. Hank Brown, Rep. Wayne 
Allard. 

Delaware: Sen. William V. Roth, Jr. 
Florida: Sen. Connie Mack, Rep. Tom 

Lewis, Rep. John L. Mica, Rep. Dan Miller. 
Georgia: Sen. Paul Coverdell, Rep. Mac 

Collins, Rep. John Linder. 
Idaho: Sen. Larry E. Craig, Sen. Dirk 

Kempthorne. 
Illinois: Rep. Philip M. Crane, Rep. Thomas 

W. Ewing, Rep. Harris W. Fawell, Rep. Don-
ald Manzullo. 

Indiana: Sen. Daniel R. Coats, Sen. Rich-
ard G. Lugar. 

Iowa: Sen. Charles E. Grassley, Rep. Jim 
Nussle. 

Kansas: Sen. Bob Dole. 
Kentucky: Rep. Jim Bunning. 
Maine: Sen. William S. Cohen. 
Michigan: Rep. Peter Hoekstra, Rep. Joe 

Knollenberg, Rep. Nick Smith. 
Minnesota: Rep. Rod Grams, Rep. Jim 

Ramstad. 
Montana: Sen. Conrad Burns. 
New Hampshire: Sen. Judd Gregg, Sen. 

Robert C. Smith, Rep. Bill Zeliff. 
New Jersey: Rep. Bob Franks, Rep. Dick 

Zimmer. 
New York: Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon, Rep. 

Bill Paxon. 
North Carolina: Sen. Lauch Faircloth, Sen. 

Jesse Helms, Rep. Cass Ballenger, Rep. How-
ard Coble. 

Ohio: Rep. John A. Boehner, Rep. Rob 
Portman. 

Oklahoma: Sen. Don Nickles, Rep. James 
M. Inhofe, Rep. Ernest Jim Istook. 

Pennsylvania: Rep. George W. Gekas, Rep. 
Bud Shuster, Rep. Robert S. Walker. 

South Carolina: Rep. Bob Inglis. 
South Dakota: Sen. Larry Pressler. 
Tennessee: Rep. John L. Duncan. 
Texas: Sen. Phil Gramm, Rep. Bill Archer, 

Rep. Dick Armey, Rep. Joe L. Barton, Rep. 
Tom DeLay, Rep. Jack Fields, Rep. Sam 
Johnson. 

Virgina: Sen. John W. Warner. 
Wisconsin: Rep. Tom Petri, Rep. F. James 

Sensenbrenner. 
Wyoming: Sen. Alan K. Simpson, Sen. Mal-

colm Wallop. 

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION BIG SPENDERS 
OF 1993 

Alabama: Rep. Tom Bevil, Rep. Robert E. 
Cramer, Rep. Earl F. Hilliard. 

Arizona: Rep. Karan English, Rep. Ed Pas-
tor. 

Arkansas: Sen. Dale Bumpers, Sen. David 
Pryor, Rep. Ray Thornton. 

California: Sen. Barbara Boxer, Sen. 
Dianne Feinstein, Rep. Xavier Becerra, Rep. 
Howard L. Berman, Rep. George E. Brown, 
Rep. Ronald V. Dellums, Rep. Julian C. 
Dixon, Rep. Don Edwards, Rep. Anne G. 
Eshoo, Rep. Sam Farr, Rep. Vic Fazio, Rep. 
Bob Filner, Rep. Dan Hamburg, Rep. Jane 
Harman, Rep. Tom Lantos, Rep. Mathew G. 
Martinez, Rep. Robert T. Matsui, Rep. 
George Miller, Rep. Norman Y. Mineta, Rep. 
Nancy Pelosi, Rep. Lucille Raybal-Allard, 
Rep. Pete Stark, Rep. Esteban E. Torres, 
Rep. Walter R. Tucker, Rep. Maxine Waters, 
Rep. Henry A. Waxman, Rep. Lynn Woolsey. 

Colorado: Sen. Ben Nighthorse Campbell, 
Rep. David E. Skaggs. 

Connecticut: Sen. Christopher J. Dodd, 
Rep. Rosa DeLauro, Rep. Sam Gejdenson, 
Rep. Barbara B. Kennelly. 

Delaware: Sen. Joseph R. Biden, Jr. 
Florida: Sen. Bob Graham, Rep. Jim Bac-

chus, Rep. Corrine Brown, Rep. Peter 
Deutsch, Rep. Sam M. Gibbons, Rep. Alcee L. 
Hastings, Rep. Harry A. Johnston, Rep. 
Carrie P. Meek, Rep. Pete Peterson, Rep. 
Karen L. Thurman. 

Georgia: Rep. Sanford D. Bishop, Rep. 
George Darden, Rep. John Lewis, Rep. Cyn-
thia A. McKinney. 

Hawaii: Sen. Daniel K. Akaka, Sen. Daniel 
K. Inouye, Rep. Neil Abercrombie, Rep. 
Patsy T. Mink. 

Illinois: Sen. Carol Moseley-Braun, Sen. 
Paul Simon, Rep. Cardiss Collins, Rep. Rich-
ard J. Durbin, Rep. Lane Evans, Rep. Luis V. 
Gutierrez, Rep. Mel Reynolds, Rep. Dan Ros-
tenkowski, Rep. Bobby L. Rush, Rep. George 
E. Sangmeister, Rep. Sidney R. Yates. 

Indiana: Rep. Frank McCloskey, Rep. Peter 
J. Visclosky. 

Iowa: Sen. Tom Harkin, Rep. Neal Smith. 
Kansas: Rep. Dan Glickman. 
Kentucky: Sen. Wendell H. Ford, Rep. Ro-

mano L. Mazzoli. 
Louisiana: Sen. John B. Breaux, Sen. J. 

Bennett Johnston, Rep. Cleo Fields, Rep. 
William J. Jefferson. 

Maine: Sen. George J. Mitchell, Rep. 
Thomas H. Andrew. 

Maryland: Sen. Barbara A. Mikulski, Sen. 
Paul S. Sarbanes, Rep. Benjamin L. Cardin, 
Rep. Steny H. Hoyer, Rep. Kweisi Mfume, 
Rep. Albert R. Wynn. 

Massachusetts: Sen. Edward M. Kennedy, 
Sen. John Kerry, Rep. Barney Frank, Rep. 
Joseph P. Kennedy, Rep. Edward J. Markey, 
Rep. Joe Moakley, Rep. Richard E. Neal, 
Rep. John W. Olver, Rep. Gerry E. Studds. 

Michigan: Sen. Carl Levin, Sen. Donald W. 
Riegle, Jr., Rep. David E. Bonior, Rep. Bob 
Carr, Rep. Barbara-Rose Collins, Rep. John 
Conyers, Rep. John D. Dingell, Rep. William 
D. Ford, Rep. Dale E. Kildee, Rep. Sander M. 
Levin. 

Minnesota: Sen. Paul Wellstone, Rep. 
James L. Oberstar, Rep. Martin Olav Sabo, 
Rep. Bruce F. Vento. 

Mississippi: Rep. G.V. Montgomery, Rep. 
Bennie Thompson, Rep. Jamie L. Whitten. 

Missouri: Rep. William L. Clay, Rep. Rich-
ard A. Gephardt, Rep. Ike Skelton, Rep. Har-
old L. Volkmer, Rep. Alan Wheat. 

Montana: Sen. Max Baucus, Rep. Pat Wil-
liams. 
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Nevada: Sen. Harry Reid, Rep. James 

Bilbray. 
New Jersey: Rep. Robert Menendez, Rep. 

Donald M. Payne, Rep. Robert G. Torricelli. 
New Mexico: Rep. Bill Richardson. 
New York: Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan, 

Rep. Gary L. Ackerman, Rep. Eliot L. Engel, 
Rep. Floyd H. Flake, Rep. Maurice D. Hin-
chey, Rep. George J. Hochbrueckner, Rep. 
Nita M. Lowey, Rep. Thomas J. Manton, 
Rep. Michael R. McNulty, Rep. Jerrold Nad-
ler, Rep. Major R. Owens, Rep. Charles B. 
Rangel, Rep. Charles E. Schumer, Rep. Jose 
E. Serrano, Rep. Louise M. Slaughter, Rep. 
Edolphus Towns, Rep. Nydia M. Velazquez. 

North Carolina: Rep. Eva Clayton, Rep. 
W.G. Hefner, Rep. Stephen L. Neal, Rep. 
David Price, Rep. Charlie Rose, Rep. Melvin 
Watt. 

Ohio: Sen. John Glenn, Sen. Howard M. 
Metzenbaum, Rep. Douglas Applegate, Rep. 

Sherrod Brown, Rep. Tony P. Hall, Rep. Tom 
Sawyer, Rep. Louis Stokes, Rep. Ted Strick-
land. 

Oklahoma: Rep. Mike Synar. 
Oregon: Rep. Elizabeth Furse, Rep. Mike 

Kopetski, Rep. Ron Wyden. 
Pennsylvania: Sen. Harris Wofford, Rep. 

Lucien E. Blackwell, Rep. Robert A. Borski, 
Rep. William J. Coyne, Rep. Thomas M. Fog-
lietta, Rep. Paul E. Kanjorski, Rep. John P. 
Murtha. 

Rhode Island: Sen. Claiborne Pell, Rep. 
Jack Reed. 

South Carolina: Sen. Ernest F. Hollings, 
Rep. James E. Clyburn, Rep. Butler Derrick, 
Rep. John M. Spratt. 

South Dakota: Sen. Tom Daschle. 
Tennessee: Sen. Harlan Mathews, Sen. Jim 

Sasser, Rep. Harold E. Ford. 
Texas: Rep. Jack Brooks, Rep. John Bry-

ant, Rep. Jim Chapman, Rep. Ronald D. 

Coleman, Rep. E de la Garza, Rep. Martin 
Frost, Rep. Henry B. Gonzalez, Rep. Gene 
Green, Rep. Eddie Bernice Johnson, Rep. Sol-
omon P. Ortiz, Rep. J.J. Pickle, Rep. Frank 
Tejeda, Rep. Craig Washington, Rep. Charles 
Wilson. 

Vermont: Sen. Patrick J. Leahy, Rep. Ber-
nard Sanders. 

Virginia: Rep. Rick Boucher, Rep. Leslie L. 
Byrne, Rep. James P. Moran, Rep. Robert C. 
Scott. 

Washington: Sen. Patty Murray, Rep. 
Norm Dicks, Rep. Mike Kreidler, Rep. Jim 
McDermott, Rep. Al Swift, Rep. Jolene 
Unsoeld. 

West Virginia: Sen. Robert C. Byrd, Sen. 
John D. Rockefeller IV, Rep. Alan B. Mol-
lohan, Rep. Nick J. Rahall, Rep. Bob Wise. 

Wisconsin: Rep. Gerald D. Kleczka, Rep. 
David R. Obey. 

HISTORY OF NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION TAXPAYERS’ FRIEND’S AWARDS 

Member Total 
awards won 

Year 

1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 1988 1987 1986 1985 1984 1983 1982 1981 1980 1979 

Allard ...................................................................................................... 2 TF ............ TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Archer ..................................................................................................... 15 TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF 
Armey ...................................................................................................... 9 TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Ballenger ................................................................................................ 4 TF TF TF TF ............ ............ ............ E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Barton ..................................................................................................... 8 TF TF TF TF TF ............ TF TF TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Boehner ................................................................................................... 2 TF ............ TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Bunning .................................................................................................. 4 TF ............ TF TF TF ............ ............ E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Coble ....................................................................................................... 7 TF TF TF TF TF ............ TF ............ TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Collins, M ............................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Cox, C (CA) ............................................................................................. 4 TF TF TF TF ............ E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Crane ...................................................................................................... 15 TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF 
Cunningham ........................................................................................... 1 TF ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
DeLay ...................................................................................................... 9 TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Doolittle .................................................................................................. 3 TF TF TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Dreier ...................................................................................................... 13 TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF E ............
Duncan ................................................................................................... 5 TF TF TF TF TF E* ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Ewing ...................................................................................................... 2 TF TF E* ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Fawell ..................................................................................................... 7 TF TF TF TF ............ TF TF TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Fields ...................................................................................................... 12 TF TF TF TF TF ............ TF TF TF TF TF TF TF E ............
Franks, B (NJ) ......................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Gekas ...................................................................................................... 3 TF ............ ............ TF TF ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ E ............ ............ ............
Grams ..................................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Herger ..................................................................................................... 6 TF TF TF TF TF ............ TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Hoekstra .................................................................................................. 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Hunter ..................................................................................................... 3 TF ............ TF ............ ............ ............ TF ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ E ............
Inglis ....................................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Inhofe ...................................................................................................... 3 TF ............ TF ............ ............ ............ TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Istook ...................................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Johnson, S (TX) ....................................................................................... 3 TF TF TF E 91 ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Knollenberg ............................................................................................. 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Lewis, T (FL) ........................................................................................... 1 TF ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ E ............ ............ ............
Linder ...................................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Manzullo ................................................................................................. 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
McKeon ................................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Mica ........................................................................................................ 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Miller, D (FL) .......................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Moorhead ................................................................................................ 15 TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF 
Nussle ..................................................................................................... 3 TF TF TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Paxon ...................................................................................................... 1 TF ............ ............ ............ ............ E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Petri ........................................................................................................ 9 TF TF TF TF TF ............ TF TF TF ............ ............ ............ TF ............ ............
Pombo ..................................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Portman .................................................................................................. 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Ramstad ................................................................................................. 2 TF TF ............ E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Rohrabacher ........................................................................................... 5 TF TF TF TF TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Royce ...................................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Sensenbrenner ........................................................................................ 15 TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF 
Shuster ................................................................................................... 6 TF TF ............ TF ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ TF ............ ............ TF TF 
Smith, N (MI) .......................................................................................... 1 TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Solomon .................................................................................................. 13 TF TF TF TF TF ............ TF ............ TF TF TF TF TF TF TF 
Walker ..................................................................................................... 14 TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF TF ............ TF 
Zeliff ....................................................................................................... 3 TF TF TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............
Zimmer ................................................................................................... 3 TF TF TF E ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............ ............

TF=Taxpayers’ Friend; E=Year Elected. 

Mr. Chairman, this Nation is at war. 
As we debate this bill today, the Fed-
eral debt hovers above $4.6 trillion. The 
annual deficit is projected to top $200 
billion every year this century, and 
Government spending is adding $10,000 
to the debt every second that we stand 
here. Just during these 2 hours of gen-
eral debate alone we will add $72 mil-
lion to the national debt. This is un-
conscionable. 

Reducing the deficit and the debt are 
not partisan issues, they are the Amer-
ican people’s issues which must be at-
tacked on two fronts. The first is on 
the hard choices making the sacrifices 
and the spending cuts necessary to 

bring our Nation’s accounts into bal-
ance. Many in this body claim that the 
deficit has been reduced, Congress has 
acted responsibly they say in keeping 
the deficit lower than it was projected 
to be. 

I would urge my colleagues to read 
the writing on the wall—the deficit 
still exists and it is growing larger ev-
eryday. It is growing by $200 billion 
each year during this decade, as I said 
before. 

Mr. Chairman, the Congress must 
begin and never stop its war on the def-
icit until it no longer exists. All past 
efforts, both Republican and Democrat, 
have failed. They have failed to eradi-

cate the sea of red ink which is ruining 
this country. 

The truth is our budget process is 
broken and it must be fixed. And this 
system can be fixed by the second front 
in our war on the deficit. 

Real procedural reforms will effec-
tively allow and force these tough 
choices to be made. The line-item veto 
as proposed in H.R. 2 is just such a pro-
cedural reform. Coupled with a bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment—which this House had the fore-
sight of passing last week—procedural 
restraints on run-away spending will be 
put in place. 
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Let me assure you that I, in no way, 

believe that an effective line-item veto 
will in and of itself balance the budget, 
it will not. However, I do believe that 
it will have a deterrent effect on spend-
ing, by discouraging us from slipping 
pork into our appropriation bills in the 
first place. 

Pork like $20 million for golf videos 
and pony trekking in Ireland? How 
about $58 million to some millionaire 
up in New York, where I come from, to 
bail out his baseball investments? And 
$34 million for screwworm research in 
Mexico last year? 

Well, do you not think that $34 mil-
lion could be better used to reduce our 
deficit last year if the President pos-
sessed the line-item veto? Mr. Chair-
man, as long as this type of wasteful 
spending is allowed to permeate our ap-
propriations bills the budget system 
will never work. Mr. Chairman, over 
the last 94 years this Congress has only 
balanced 28 percent of its budgets, none 
in the past 25 years alone. And the Fed-
eral deficit has soared. 

Mr. Chairman, what this line-item 
veto does, and this is what everybody 
ought to listen to, is reverse existing 
law that allows Congress to reject a 
President’s request to cut pork barrel 
spending without even taking a vote. 
That is what the law is now. Without 
even taking a vote, we can reject the 
President’s request to cut spending. 

In other words, Congress can block 
the spending cuts by doing nothing. 
This line-item veto reverses that pro-
cedure by saying that the cuts go 
through unless Congress votes to dis-
approve the spending cuts. Do you not 
think that is going to make a dif-
ference, ladies and gentlemen? 

I urge the House to vote for this bill 
in its strongest form, with no weak-
ening amendments, and there are 31 of 
them out there. President Clinton has 
asked Congress to send him the tough-
est item veto bill we can, and this is 
the toughest veto bill we can if we do 
not allow weakening amendments to go 
through. 

Members, you know what the Amer-
ican people want, they want you to 
vote for this line-item veto. Do them 
and yourself a favor by doing it. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI]. 

(Mr. KANJORSKI asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON] for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I listened with great 
pleasure to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] and his expla-
nation of the legislation we are about 
to pass here that may be such an as-
sistance to balancing the budget. I 
wish it were just so simple, and I wish 
that there had not been a weakness on 
the part of not only the Congress but 

the President for these last 14, 15 years 
to reconcile where America should be. 
But the worst thing about this debate 
is we are dealing with the balance of 
power that the Founding Fathers 
warned about when they structured the 
Constitution of the United States. And 
before we change that balance of power 
it seems to me even though we may not 
win, I suspect there are 230 votes at 
least in this House that will pass this 
bill, but before we do that I would hope 
this debate brings out the proposition 
of what it will do to America and the 
American constitutional form of gov-
ernment and the intentions of the 
Founding Fathers as they say down in 
Philadelphia, in my home State, and 
evolved how a democratic citizenry 
could make the proper judgments 
through their representative officials 
to spending money, the taxpayers 
money. 

Article I of the American Constitu-
tion does not say that the President of 
the United States shall establish such 
expenditures as he deems necessary 
and shall carry out those expenditures 
without any further action. As a mat-
ter of fact, Article I says the power to 
expend money, the taxpayers money of 
the American people, shall reside in 
the House of Representatives, the 
house that represents the people. 

The President represents the Nation 
as a whole. We as individuals represent 
our individual constituents. And we 
come together as a body by majority 
consent to expend the taxpayers 
money. Yes, it is a give and it is a 
take, it is a moderation. Sometimes it 
is abused, but let us look at the histor-
ical significance of that abuse. 

In the last 20 years Presidents of the 
United States have sent rescissions to 
Congress of no more than $70 billion. 
That is about $31⁄2 billion a year out of 
a $1,500 billion budget. Hardly signifi-
cant. But the Congress responded by 
cutting $20 billion more, or $4.5 billion 
a year on average, a full 25 percent 
more per year than any President re-
quested. 

Does that speak well for the Congress 
or for the President? Quite frankly, I 
do not think it speaks well or poorly 
about either. Because when you are 
talking about $3 or $4 billion in a $1,500 
billion budget it is hardly a traceable 
item, and it is a very fine distinction 
as to whether or not the peoples’ will 
in one region, area or State of the 
country have some ability to get relief 
through the Congress that the Presi-
dent does not necessarily see in the na-
tional interest or toward his political 
agenda. 

We are putting through a change in 
the balance of power here so that we 
take the appropriation process out of 
the House of Representatives and, to a 
large extent, we transport it down to 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue and we put it 
on the desk of the President. Now if I 
had all the faith and courage in the 
world to believe we would always have 
a responsible President, a stable Presi-
dent and a President that had no polit-

ical agenda or ideological agenda, I 
would say if we wanted to change the 
constitution that way, there are ways 
of doing it. But not necessarily being 
as optimistic as most Members of the 
House who will approve this bill are, I 
can foresee the day that what the 
President decides is a priority of ex-
penditures for the American people 
may not be consistent with their Rep-
resentatives’ actions or intent. 

b 1200 

Let us look at some examples: 
Say California has an earthquake; 

say New York City has a major fire or 
destruction. What is the sympathy in 
the Congress of the United States to al-
locate amounts of money for California 
or New York and, if we do it, may have 
to expend above and beyond the bal-
ance of the budget? But a President 
who looks at those two States and sees 
no political ramifications if he dis-
avows that expenditure, could just as 
easily strike that expenditure from the 
budget, and we would have no recourse 
unless it were brought back to this 
House and passed by a majority of the 
House. And then we say, ‘‘Well, that’s 
not unreasonable,’’ and I agree. 

Mr. Chairman, that would not be bad, 
but the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] indicated that was the rem-
edy, that the majority of the House of 
Representatives could overrule the 
President at will. That is not true, Mr. 
Chairman, because the President has 
the opportunity to veto that measure, 
and to override that veto it requires 
two-thirds of the House of Representa-
tives and two-thirds of the Senate, a 
majority that is overwhelming and sel-
dom had, and, quite frankly, if we had 
that ability today, we would not be 
talking about a piece of legislation for 
the line-item veto. We would be talk-
ing about a constitutional amendment 
to the Constitution. 

Now what are the promises here and 
what are the threats? The threats, I 
think, are major. They are a shift of 
power. I say to my colleagues, ‘‘Now 
quite frankly, when you look at what’s 
happened in this Congress in the past 
few days and in Washington for the last 
few weeks, you begin to realize that 
my friends on the majority party are 
saying there is such a mandate swell-
ing from the people that we signifi-
cantly want to change the structure of 
our government.’’ I am not sure in my 
district, where 67 percent of the citi-
zens voted for me, they sent that kind 
of a mandate, that they want a shift of 
power that is so significant away from 
the House of Representatives and the 
Congress to the Presidency. 

But, my colleagues, just a sidelight 
here. I say to the gentlemen on the ma-
jority side, ‘‘This power you are giving 
the President today? the President ex-
ercised extraordinary power yesterday 
in solving the Mexican bailout, and I’ve 
watched some of the leadership on the 
majority side and a lot of the new 
freshman Members start to question 
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his constitutional authority and statu-
tory right to do it, and I agree with 
them. That’s a question that should be 
tested. But if we follow down this line 
that the President should allocate and 
appropriate funds at whim and will 
without statutory authority or with 
statutory authority that cannot be 
withdrawn, the Mexican bailout is just 
the beginning of arbitrary power and 
reckless power exercised by a President 
if you happen to sit on this side of 
Pennsylvania Avenue.’’ 

Now, as my colleagues know, we have 
a remedy. We have several remedies. 

One, the Congress can come into 
power and pass one resolution, but the 
President shall set such taxing rates, 
as necessary, to accumulate the suffi-
cient revenues of the United States so 
that he may cover the expenditures 
made in any appropriate appropria-
tions he deems necessary for the car-
rying out of the powers of the U.S. 
Government, and, if we pass that by 
unanimous consent, and the President 
signs it, hey, we can go home probably 
on January 5. It is all over. We do not 
have to do an awful lot more. A major 
part of the process of the Congress of 
the United States is the allocation of 
expenditures of money, and the receipt 
of revenues and the rates of how we set 
that to try to be fair, equitable, in pro-
portion among our people. But if we 
really want a corporate efficiency 
where the CEO calls the shots, I ask, 
‘‘Why don’t we just take the First Arti-
cle of the Constitution and say, ‘Hence-
forth anything exercised in this by the 
Congress can be exercised by the Presi-
dent? We stand by it’ and make it im-
possible to reverse.’’ I know we do not 
want to do that. 

There is another remedy. I say to my 
colleagues, ‘‘Gentlemen, if you really 
want to change the Constitution to 
provide for the balanced budget amend-
ment which does an accounting proc-
ess, a fiscal responsibility process, a 
process in the most sacred document, if 
you want to hand off to the Chief Exec-
utive the authority to appropriate, if 
you want to stop the authority of the 
National Government to have national 
standards and to require at some times 
and under proper conditions that 
States have to conform, municipalities 
have to conform, if you really want the 
executive and the legislative branches 
of this Government to operate in tan-
dem, what you really want is a con-
stitutional convention to change the 
Constitution of the United States and 
establish a parliament.’’ 

We are quite distinct from par-
liamentary forms of government 
around the world because our framing 
fathers, I think with exceptional wis-
dom, recognizing the ability of people 
who exercised sovereign power to abuse 
that power sometimes; so, they sever 
that power into the three branches of 
government, making us equal and dis-
tinct, but counterbalancing one an-
other so that ultimately the will of the 
people, without revolution, can be 
heard and make the proper corrections. 

Now I agree with my friends in the 
majority that we have had excessive, 
sometimes wasteful, sometimes abu-
sive, expenditures. To deny that propo-
sition I think would be to face facts 
and to deny the existence of those 
basic facts, but the question is: what 
kind of a repair should we make and 
how delicate that repair should be. 
Quite frankly this provision would 
allow one-third of this Congress to con-
tinue down the road and support the 
President at any execution of his—re-
scission of appropriations at will, and 
we could not reverse it, so that 67 per-
cent of the elected Representatives of 
the people could not carry out the peo-
ple’s work, but one-third of the elected 
Representatives, in conjunction with 
the President, could accomplish that. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I will in just one 
moment. 

Now the other proposition is that— 
As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, I 

yield to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] because I am moving on 
to another subject. 

Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to say this the gentlemen from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] is so 
well respected in this body. But I just 
want to say to him: 

‘‘One of the reasons we are going 
with a statute, as opposed to a con-
stitutional amendment, is because a 
law that could be rescinded if it doesn’t 
work. Let’s give it chance, and try it, 
and let’s see if it works.’’ 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
say to the gentleman, ‘‘Mr. SOLOMON, 
that was a question I couldn’t even 
exact out of my sight.’’ 

One of the reasons I am taking the 
time today is I sat on the committee 
that drafted this. We discussed it, I 
thought about it at great length, and I 
am satisfied that we can exercise and 
delegate to the President substantially 
more authority, but the weakness that 
we have is we can never reclaim that 
authority once delegated. 

Now I am not going to pass on the 
constitutionality of the delegation au-
thority. That is for the Supreme Court 
to do. There is no question in my mind 
we can pass this statute, make this del-
egation of authority, but our problem, 
gentleman, is how do we get it back if 
it has been abused, and that is the 
point I am pleased my good friend from 
New York asked the question on. 

We on our side have found the answer 
to that, and it is very prevalent in 
many States of the Union, and that is 
a sunset provision. I offered it in com-
mittee. I offered it with the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] on the un-
funded mandate provision yesterday, 
and I am going to offer it sometime 
this afternoon in conjunction with him 
on this bill. 

If we really want to see whether an 
Executive would violate our trust in 
our delegation of authority, we have to 
do something substantial; I agree with 
that. This bill does that. It is some-

what extraordinary, somewhat much 
larger than I would recommend we do, 
but I can understand my friends on the 
majority doing it. 

But the one way that we can condi-
tion the responsiveness and the respon-
sibility of the President to act appro-
priately with this tremendous delega-
tion of authority is that, if he knows 
that if he abuses this trust we will put 
in him, then within 5 years the bill will 
cease to exist, and the authority given 
to him will cease to exist. 

Now we are going to introduce that 
bill, and I think that is an insurance 
mechanism with no other repeal of the 
law because remember to repeal the 
law it is going to require two-thirds 
vote of the House of Representatives 
and the U.S. Senate because, I say to 
my colleague, ‘‘You can bet your life a 
President is going to vote this power 
once you give it to him.’’ So we cannot 
ever reform or repeal this legislation 
unless two-thirds of the House of Rep-
resentatives and two-thirds of the Sen-
ate agree, and we have not had those 
majorities existing that think in con-
cert or in activity in this body since 
my historical memory goes back. I do 
not recall any time, any party, enter-
tained in both Houses of Congress a 
clear two-thirds voting majority that 
they could change this legislation. 

b 1210 
So the will of the people can never be 

implemented again unless we have the 
acquiescence of the President to sign 
and not exercise this right of veto. 

What I am suggesting here is this: We 
have some minor adjustments. We have 
appropriation earmarks that bother us 
all. We have sometimes irresponsible 
appropriations and authority granted 
when those of us who rely on our col-
leagues are sometimes misunder-
standing or given misinformation as to 
what the actual appropriation bills 
stand for, and there is not one of us 
who has not gone home and been em-
barrassed. 

I remember a colleague from one of 
the southern States who put in an ap-
propriation for a school in France in 
the late hours of the morning, and I 
got back to my district and somebody 
said, ‘‘How could you vote to give $20 
million to a school in France that 
would have been illegal if you had 
given that money in the United 
States?’’ And quite frankly, I not only 
would not have voted for it, but I had 
to do it in one solid package in the en-
tire appropriation. But then, too, I had 
to admit I did not know it was in there, 
in a 1100–page appropriation bill, until 
after the fact. And sometimes we are 
not even sure when it gets into the bill, 
whether it is before the vote or after 
the vote, because the bill generally 
does not get assembled at 11 o’clock at 
night when the conference reports are 
worked out. 

We have all had those experiences, 
but to cure those limited experiences, 
to cure the study of the worm that the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOL-
OMON] talked about for $34 million does 
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not justify a delegation of authority to 
the President that cannot be reclaimed 
in the future except with a two-thirds 
majority of the Senate. That is uncon-
scionable. 

We have the opportunity to pass a re-
sponsible, strong piece of legislation. I 
say that although in my basic nature I 
am against any action that would de-
stabilize the balance of the three 
branches of government—and I think 
this will—I will support this bill and 
put faith in this President and in the 
next President for 3 years, but if there 
is an abuse, we know full well that we 
are going to have that cease and have 
to take action again to delegate that 
authority away from that President 
whoever he may be 5 years from now. I 
think that is a reasonable proposition 

I urge my colleagues to stop march-
ing across the bridge in such formation 
that they are going to bring the bridge 
and the Constitution down, that they 
are going to bring the system down. I 
would urge the 230 Members of the ma-
jority to think about the amendment 
that will be offered this afternoon on 
the sunset. It does not weaken their 
provision; it does not weaken the au-
thority of the President. The only 
thing it does, it buys a 5-year policy, 
that if a future President or this Presi-
dent abuses that authority, the Con-
gress would have to take to take no 
further action His authority for so act-
ing would cease to exist 5 years from 
the passage of this bill. Is that so un-
reasonable? 

And let me remind the Members 
again that there are strong feelings in 
the House on both sides. Did the Presi-
dent of the United States have the con-
stitutional or statutory authority to 
act by executive order to appropriate 
more Federal tax money to guarantee 
the loans of Mexico, exceeding the 
total Foreign Affairs appropriation 
each year of this Congress? I think 
that is a question to be answered. 

I do congratulate the President for 
taking extraordinary executive action, 
but that does not excuse him if he did 
it without statutory authority or con-
stitutional authority. Luckily, in our 
system we will get to try that issue at 
some future date without affecting his 
ability to carry on foreign affairs or to 
reverse the action he has taken. But 
when we get down to every appropria-
tion of every department, every agen-
cy, and every bureau, every program of 
the U.S. Government, I am not sure 
that we want to delegate that type of 
authority. 

Quite frankly, in States that I have 
seen, some Governors have used this 
authority to force members of the leg-
islature to come to their conviction or 
activity or to punish them by deciding 
to spend no funds in particular areas 
by the exercise of their line-item veto. 

I urge my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side and my colleagues on the 
Democratic side, because this is really 
a bipartisan effort, to come to grips 
with our deficit and our debt and the 
inability sometimes of this Congress to 

act appropriately. So what I am sug-
gesting, Mr. Chairman, is that the 
Members on the minority side have a 
vote for as stringent or as hard a bill as 
I think we could imagine they can get 
by statute, delegating extraordinary 
powers to the President of the United 
States. The only insurance policy I am 
asking for is, let us limit that delega-
tion of authority to 5 years, and if 
there is abuse, we may not be able to 
change that law because we may not be 
able to override a veto by a two-thirds 
vote of the House and a two-thirds vote 
of the Senate, but at least we can know 
that that abuse and that arbitrary ac-
tion of that Chief Executive, whoever 
he may be, can only occur while the 
statute will have full force and effect, 
and that it will be sunsetted by a pro-
vision in that statute. 

I urge my colleagues to support that 
amendment when it is offered, and fur-
ther, I urge my colleagues to have a 
good debate on this question. I think it 
is important. I think the American 
people do want to see responsible gov-
ernment. I think we have had an oppor-
tunity here in the last days of the un-
funded mandate debate, and I want to 
compliment my friends on the Repub-
lican side. I saw an ability to start 
moderating things by taking the fact 
that we did have some ideas on this 
side that did help perfect and improve 
the legislation. 

I think the people of the United 
States, including, quite frankly, people 
in my district in Pennsylvania that I 
have talked to, want this center aisle 
to disappear. They want us to get off 
the idea that what is good for the Re-
publicans is bad for the Democrats and 
what is good for the Democrats is bad 
for the Republicans. They want us to 
ask the question, ‘‘What is good for 
America?’’ 

I think what is good for America is 
to put the tools together to help get 
control of our fiscal situation in the 
United States, but, on the other hand, 
they do not want us to so unbalance 
the fine-tuned balance between the 
three branches of the American Gov-
ernment under the Constitution that 
we might work havoc on the very sys-
tem we were sent here to defend. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
now pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
BLUTE], a prime cosponsor and author 
of this important legislation. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, the time 
has come to pass a real line-item veto 
for the President. Proposals for a line- 
item veto have been kicking around 
Capitol Hill for decades. 

Two years ago, the line-item veto 
lost by only 21 votes, last year by only 
13 votes. 

This year, we have an opportunity to 
finally do what we should have done 
long ago. And I believe that we will 
win. Because Congress, along with peo-
ple from all over America, has come to 
realize that in order to get our budget 
under control we need to give the 
President this fiscal tool. 

The line-item veto is an important 
step in the direction of positive change 
and fiscal sanity. We must do it, and 
we must do it now. 

Make no mistake about it, the real 
line-item veto is the only way to go. 
Do not be fooled by calls to pass a wa-
tered down version as the 103d Congress 
did—it did not work and it will not 
work now. 

Expedited rescission is not the line- 
item veto. The only real line-item veto 
bill on this floor today is H.R. 2. 

The Clinger bill is the only one which 
forces the House to override the Presi-
dent’s veto by a two-thirds vote. And 
thus, it is the only way to prevent this 
House from spending taxpayer dollars 
on pork projects inserted into bills in 
the dark of night or during con-
ference—times when Members know 
that a majority of this body will never 
have the opportunity to take a sepa-
rate vote to strike questionable 
projects. 

Mr. Chairman, let us face it, some-
times we in Congress cannot help our-
selves. We want to help our districts 
with earmarks and the like, and we 
think that it is no big deal in such a 
large Federal budget. 

But it is a big deal, especially when 
you multiply those $500,000 or $1.45 mil-
lion expenditures by 435 House Mem-
bers and 100 Senators. 

Senator Dirksen was right when he 
said, ‘‘a billion here, a billion there, 
and pretty soon you’re talking about 
real money.’’ 

Unfortunately, when we now speak of 
our national debt, we are talking tril-
lions, not billions. Even Senator Dirk-
sen would have been shocked at this 
sorry fiscal situation. 

We know that the line-item veto 
works in the States, the laboratories of 
democracy. It has been field tested 
with highly successful results and it is 
time to apply it to the national model. 

And let us not get sidetracked with 
arguments about tilting the balance of 
power—the fiscal balances of our great 
Nation have tilted toward debt and def-
icit too long. 

Mr. Chairman, let us pass the line- 
item veto bill. 

b 1220 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK]. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I serve on the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. I have heard the ar-
guments for and against the line-item 
veto. I have read numerous reports and 
analyses. I have heard from my con-
stituents and from my colleagues, both 
pro and con, and noted arguments 
ranging from James Madison’s intent 
200 years ago to concerns about bal-
ancing the budget. 

The question that keeps coming up in 
my mind is what is the rationale for 
the line-item veto? Why is the House so 
anxious to alter the constitutional bal-
ance of power between the legislative 
and executive branches? Why? Why are 
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we so anxious to bolster the power of 
the President and to bolster the power 
of a minority of the House at the ex-
pense of our constitutional power? 

It is a very scary initiative, Mr. 
Chairman, the initiative that you will 
find in the line-item veto bill. 

I think that this line-item veto will 
is a constitutional equivalent of the 
huckster’s snake-oil cure of years gone 
by. The claims are inflated, they are 
exaggerated, the content is question-
able, the results are unknown and un-
predictable. No one has tested the im-
pact, either fiscal or otherwise, of a 
line-item veto power being given to our 
President. 

I shudder to think of some of the 
Presidents we have had in history hav-
ing the enormous power which we will 
give him through the line-item veto. 

Some people seem to think we need 
it. The claim is that this bill will re-
duce Government spending. It seems to 
me that at the very best, Mr. Chair-
man, this bill has only the potential to 
reduce Government spending. The po-
tential rests right here, Mr. Chairman, 
here in the Congress, with or without 
this amendment. That is why we were 
elected. Each of us has 600,000 constitu-
ents. They elected us to make the deci-
sions we are trying to give to the 
President. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HOKE. I appreciate the gentle-
woman yielding. 

I would answer the question as to 
why we have to do this now. It is be-
cause we are $5 trillion in debt, and we 
spend and spend and spend and spend, 
and the pendulum has to swing back. 

You say there are no models, but I 
would suggest to you that this has been 
used repeatedly. We have got 43 States 
that have some form of a line-item 
veto, and there have not been problems 
in those States. It has just given the 
Governor additional power. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I must reclaim my time. I would 
like to say I come from a State that 
had the line-item veto. We have had 
Governors abuse that power. There is 
the potential there. 

To me, if there is just that small po-
tential of abusing that power, I feel 
that we should keep that separation of 
power. 

Mr. Chairman, did not this body, 
with great fanfare and expectation pass 
the Gramm-Rudman bill in 1985 to get 
control? That did not work. We passed 
the second Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
bill, that did not work. We passed the 
Budget Enforcement Act in 1990 to do 
the same thing, to control the sky-
rocketing Federal deficit. Here we are 
today still hoping. 

We have enough procedural things 
behind us, Mr. Chairman, to stop 
spending. It is up to us as the Congress 
to do this, and not to give the Presi-
dent these enormous powers. Why are 
we going to cede our legislative powers 
to the executive branch? 

Why empower a tiny minority, just 
one-third of the House, to control the 
aspects of Government policy, large 
and small? We must be sure that we 
keep the powers that the Constitution 
gave to us. 

I came to this House after 129 years 
of not being able to get here, to partici-
pate in the governance of this Govern-
ment, not to give up the legislative 
branch powers to the executive branch. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the blizzard of num-
bers and figures that define our annual 
budget deficits and the accruing na-
tional debt sort of tends to numb us. It 
is a sort of my-eyes-are-glazing-over 
type of situation. We talk about the 
billions, the trillions, the several hun-
dred billion dollar annual deficits we 
face, the $4.5 trillion in rising debt we 
are passing along to our children. 
These aggregate numbers can often 
seem very far away and unreal, espe-
cially when you are standing in a won-
derful place like this. 

But when we bring those numbers 
down to the individual level of our 
daily lives, when we realize that our 
debt translates into approximately 
$18,000 of liability for every man, 
woman, and child right now, today, in 
our country, that is a tremendous bur-
den to carry. 

I heard testimony yesterday in the 
Committee on Rules that, well, it is 
not really that bad, because we have 
all these national treasures out there 
that we can use as assets to offset that 
debt. I do not know whether there is a 
distinction there about cash flow or 
not, but I have not heard any serious 
proposals to sell Yosemite or the Grand 
Teton Park or any of those places, so I 
would suggest those may be assets, but 
they are not liquid assets, and that 
$18,000 of liability is real. And it is real 
at tax time, because we are paying a 
huge, huge interest on an incredibly 
enormous national debt. It is a problem 
there with real weight that Americans 
have felt increasingly over the years. 

The time has come. I think the need 
to change the process has been ex-
pressed, and the outrage against politi-
cians, frankly, who have not taken cor-
rective action. And we are the people. 
We are those politicians. 

That is why an overwhelming major-
ity of Americans support a balanced 
budget amendment and a line-item 
veto. And they are fiscal tools, we 
admit that. They are not magic rem-
edies. They are fiscal tools that will 
help bring the Federal budget process 
under control. 

Today we begin the task of imple-
menting a line-item veto. It is a mile-
stone clearly in the mission of budget 
reform. It is not the only one. For all 
the rhetoric in the past years, this 
House has never demonstrated its com-
mitment to a real line-item veto, one 
which actually makes it harder to 
spend money than it is to save it. 

We have always tilted it the other 
way. We have made it easier to spend 

than to save. Today the policy issue is 
if you want to save it, go with the 
tougher version, the version that is in 
H.R. 2. If you want to spend it, go with 
the amendments that are going to try 
and gut it and make it easier to spend 
it. That is the policy issue. 

Some can say it is an issue over 72 
votes. Some can say it is an issue over 
whether or not there is a shift in Gov-
ernment power. What it is, is an issue 
over whether we are going to spend or 
whether we are going to save. 

We have voted on measures in the 
past that have been labeled ‘‘line-item 
veto.’’ They are not real line-item veto. 
We have never passed a bill that shifts 
the burden, that requires Congress to 
say ‘‘no’’ to a President’s spending cuts 
and force Congress then to come up 
with a two-thirds majority to make 
that ‘‘no’’ stick and spend the money 
that the President wants to cut. 

These are tough measures, I admit it. 
They are the tough measures the Presi-
dent asked for. But our budget prob-
lems are tough problems, and they are 
the ones that the people we work for, 
the American people, have brought to 
our attention, most recently in Novem-
ber. 

We have a system where it is just too 
easy for low priority or wasteful pro-
grams to make their way into massive 
spending bills and onto the President’s 
desk where they do slide into law be-
cause he has got to sign the whole bill. 
No one would argue that a line-item 
veto on its own will make our budget 
problems disappear. No one is claiming 
that. But clearly our fiscal crisis goes 
much deeper than the abuses we have 
seen of the appropriations process and 
discretionary spending. 

I am amused today to see that we are 
going to have an amendment that sud-
denly we are going to open the door 
and all the skeletons are going to fall 
out and we are going to find out some-
how or another there somewhere have 
been abuses. Imagine that. I am de-
lighted for that opportunity to review 
those abuses, because once we review 
them, maybe we can stop them. 

Still, H.R. 2 marks the beginning of a 
monumental effort to change the way 
Congress does business and restore pub-
lic confidence in its ability to manage 
the Nation’s finances. This is one piece 
of the puzzle, and it is a necessary step 
on the road toward better management 
which we are asked to achieve here as 
part of our public trust. 

H.R. 2 says to Congress that if a 
President wants to line out certain 
spending, the Congress cannot hide 
anymore. Unlike current law, which al-
lows Congress to ignore a President’s 
spending cuts and get away with spend-
ing the money, under H.R. 2 the Con-
gress is going to have to come out into 
the sunshine and make its case. The 
harsh glare of accountability, coming 
up with that extra level of support to 
insist on spending what the President 
opposes. Remember, insist on spending 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:55 Oct 27, 2010 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 D:\FIX-CR\1995\H02FE5.REC H02FE5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
F

W
6R

H
C

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1094 February 2, 1995 
when the President says don’t spend it. 
That is the issue. 

During the course of this debate we 
will hear principled arguments from 
people who strongly believe that the 
line-item veto gives too much author-
ity to the President. It is an inter-
esting argument; it is an important ar-
gument, but it is not the main issue. 

We will hear that we should set up an 
approval process instead, so that a sim-
ple majority of Congress can block a 
President’s spending cuts. I understand 
that argument and respect its pro-
ponents for their commitment to pre-
serving the institutional power of Con-
gress. But I believe, and I truly believe 
this, that the American people have 
asked us to deliver the toughest pos-
sible line-item veto, one that makes it 
harder to spend their hard-earned tax 
dollars and easier to save the money. 

b 1230 
That is what we pledged to do in the 

Contract With America, and that is 
what H.R. 2 delivers to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

This, again, is a bill that responds to 
the American people. The American 
people think that one of the answers to 
the problems in American is to give the 
President extraordinary control over 
the Congress. Well, it is going to pass. 
But I would like to remind my col-
leagues of some of the potential pit-
falls of it and also to emphasize some 
areas that drastically need improve-
ment. 

One of the flaws in this bill is that 
there is a little-known provision that 
says that the President can only line- 
item veto tax provisions that affect 100 
or fewer taxpayers. I would submit to 
my colleagues that the real abuse of 
the taxpayers’ money is not on the ex-
penditure side, it is on the tax side, be-
cause on the expenditure side, we have 
to go through the scrutiny of appro-
priations committees. Invariable every 
questionable item gets debated on the 
floor of the House of Representatives, 
exposed to the public, that is the way 
it ought to be, and for the last several 
years has been defeated. But not so 
with tax provisions. Those we can 
sneak in. We sneak into a tax bill thou-
sands of pages, and all it takes is a lit-
tle line. Hundreds of billions of dollars 
of taxpayers’ money is lost because we 
do not scrutinize what is in this Tax 
Code in terms of special privileges and 
because of the very nature of the tax 
process. 

Every single tax bill is a Christmas 
tree, a giant Christmas tree that con-
tains thousands of provisions that 
make it impossible for us, any indi-
vidual Member of Congress, even the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, I would suggest, to know 
what is in that entire tax bill. 

Let me tell my colleagues, if I were 
to be a lobbyist, I would want to be a 
tax lobbyist. That is where the money 
is. That is where they can make the 
changes that really benefit their client 
in a big way and sneak it in, and it is 
there forever. 

This bill keeps those special privi-
leges in the law. This bill says that if 
any special provision benefits 100 or 
fewer people, then the President can-
not do anything about it. Well, those 
are exactly the tax provisions that he 
ought to be able to veto, because those 
are the special privileges, the tax pref-
erences, for example, that may benefit 
101 billionaires, 101 oil drillers, 101 
chemical or pharmaceutical compa-
nies. And do not for a minute believe 
that the tax lobbyists do not know ex-
actly what they were doing when they 
put that provision in this line-item 
veto, just as they knew what they were 
doing when they put it in every tax 
bill. 

So if we are going to pass it, let us do 
it right. 

Now, the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] and I have an 
amendment to correct this. I would 
hope that every Member, there are a 
few Members in this hall, but I would 
trust there are more Members watch-
ing this, they may call their Member 
and Members that are seeing this, 
please, when the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] speaks, listen to 
him carefully. He has a compelling ar-
gument for why this provision has to 
be included in this line-item veto, if it 
is going to be a bill that reflects any 
real integrity of this body. 

The second concern is even a more 
fundamental concern. For the last sev-
eral years, any taxpayer that wanted 
to lash out at the Congress, many of us 
would grab the lash first and say, ‘‘No, 
wait, let me do it. I will lash myself 
and all my colleagues, too, and I can do 
it so it hurts even more than it would 
hurt us if you do it, because I know 
where it will really hurt.’’ 

We have been bashing ourselves. And 
now, in keeping with that effort, what 
we are going to do is to give over the 
power of the purse, we are going to give 
it to the President. 

Now, some years that is going to be 
fine, if we are in the same party as the 
President in the White House. Other 
years we are going to realize it never 
should have been done. But in the long 
run, the American people are going to 
realize that this Congress will have se-
riously tipped the balance of powers 
that our forefathers insisted upon, un-
derstood how important it was. They 
put it into our Constitution, and we are 
essentially going to take it out. 

So I would hope we would think long 
and hard before we give such extraor-
dinary power to the President to pun-
ish individual Members of the Con-
gress, to punish the Congress as a body, 
but most importantly, to be free of the 
balance of powers that has made this 
the greatest democracy on Earth. 

Now, there is a specific additional 
issue with regard to separation of pow-

ers, and that is one that goes back 
through American history to under-
stand. 

There was a day when a President of 
the United States could take the budg-
et from the judicial branch of govern-
ment, put it together, change it and 
submit it to the Congress. And, of 
course, when something can be abused, 
invariably at some point it will be. 

Well, it was a Democratic President, 
and that Democratic President, when 
he could not pack the court and when 
the court did not agree with his New 
Deal legislation, he decided he was 
going to take away the court’s money 
for bailiffs, to take away the court’s 
travel money, to punish it, the court, 
in every way possible. And he did that. 

And so a law was passed in 1939 to say 
the executive branch cannot change 
the operating expenses of the judiciary 
branch. It has to be left to the legisla-
tive branch to do that because the leg-
islative branch does not have the same 
conflict of interest. 

Now, today, when the Justice Depart-
ment is the principal litigant before 
the Supreme Court, when there is the 
greatest potential for conflict of inter-
est, we are going to go one step fur-
ther. Not only are we going to repeal 
the intent of that 1939 law that has 
still been on the books for good reason, 
we are going to say, after the Congress 
has acted on the appropriation for the 
judiciary branch of government, the 
President can go in and repeal, can 
veto, can do anything he wants or she 
wants, some day, to any operational 
function of the judiciary branch. 

And not only can he do it on a line 
item, as the chairman of the commit-
tees mentioned earlier, he can reach 
right down into any aspect of any line- 
item appropriation and specifically 
pull money out, can specifically punish 
a particular circuit court that needs to 
expand or judge that needs more 
clerks, can do any number of ways to 
punish the judiciary branch of govern-
ment. Talk about breaking the concept 
of separation of powers. 

b 1240 

Talk abut making this country’s de-
mocracy vulnerable to people who 
would like to abuse it, that is what we 
are opening ourselves up to. 

Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment 
that will be coming up very shortly 
that would not allow the President to 
do that. It is not that we do not trust 
the President, but we trust our Found-
ing Fathers more. We trust the U.S. 
Constitution more than what we will 
do today or this year or during this 
first hundred days. We trust the Con-
stitution, our Founding Fathers, to 
know what is right and to know that 
the separation of powers is intrinsic to 
the operation of this government. 

We have some very serious problems 
with this bill. I respect the people who 
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put it together, but I know we are 
going to have a constructive debate on 
those provisions. I thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON] for yielding me this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON] has expired. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
LOBIONDO], a member of the com-
mittee. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this month we have 
taken the historic steps toward requir-
ing government to live within its own 
means by passing the balanced budget 
amendment. Today we have before us 
another tool to cut spending, the line- 
item veto. 

Many of us recognize that we live in 
tough times. Tough times require bold 
initiatives and bold leadership. H.R. 2 
is a bold initiative that demonstrates 
bold leadership. 

I do not believe we can any longer 
hold the taxpayers hostage by includ-
ing wasteful and at times silly spend-
ing in important legislation. Right now 
we put the President in the position of 
signing a good bill that has wasteful 
spending in it, or vetoing the wasteful 
spending, or vetoing a good bill to get 
the wasteful spending out of it. It is 
not a good situation. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2 will change 
this. It does not give the President the 
authority to rewrite the budget or to 
spend money on something else, but it 
does allow the President to cut out 
pork barrel spending for one reason and 
one reason only, to reduce the deficit. 
That is what we want to get at. 

In my home State of New Jersey, like 
42 other States across the Nation, we 
have a line-item veto for our Governor. 
It works in New Jersey, and it can 
work in the U.S. Congress. 

Line-item veto is another tool for 
deficit reduction. We all agree that we 
need to reduce the deficit. 

We have been working in a bipartisan 
nature to provide positive and mean-
ingful change to the American people. 
Let us continue that bipartisan effort. 
Let us vote for deficit reduction by 
voting for H.R. 2. 

Mr. CLINGER. As a point of inquiry, 
Mr. Chairman, may I inquire how much 
time is remaining for all participants 
in this debate? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has 
231⁄2 minutes; the gentlewoman from 
Michigan [Miss COLLINS] has 18 min-
utes remaining; and the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GOSS] has 19 minutes 
remaining. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the 
honorable gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. FATTAH]. 

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, we may differ on 
whether the line-item veto will reduce 
Federal spending. For example, Penn-
sylvania has a line-item veto. Its total 
debt has tripled since 1982, growing 
from $6.2 billion in 1982 to $16.5 billion 
in 1994. For all of the States, total debt 
has doubled in just 8 years, growing 
from $186 billion in 1984 to $372 billion 
in 1992. 

At a hearing last month on this bill, 
Mr. Chairman, the director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office testified: 
‘‘Evidence from the States suggest that 
the item veto has not been used to hold 
down State spending or deficits, but 
rather has been used to State Gov-
ernors to pursue their own priorities.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, I had the honor of 
serving in the Pennsylvania Legisla-
ture prior to being elected to the Con-
gress. The experience from Pennsyl-
vania demonstrates how the executive 
branch can use this power. 

In the 1983–84 fiscal year, the Penn-
sylvania Legislature initially refused 
to adopt the budget submitted by the 
Governor, including his proposals to in-
crease taxes. The Governor responded 
by cutting from the State Senate 62 
percent of the Senate’s budget, includ-
ing Senators’ salaries and expenses, 
and by completely eliminating salary 
and mileage expenses for Members of 
the State House. 

This episode has affected all subse-
quent negotiations between the legisla-
ture and the Governor, not just on 
budget and taxes but on nonspending 
bills. 

While the President may know the 
most efficient way to run the executive 
branch, he does not know the most effi-
cient way to run the Congress. Indeed, 
a future President may want to make 
Congress less effective in its oversight 
of the executive branch. 

The appropriations bill for the Con-
gress provides funds so that the Con-
gress can hire staff, such as the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and the Con-
gressional Budget Office, to do its job, 
even though frequently their jobs in-
volve presenting conclusions that the 
President dislikes. This function is dif-
ferent from what the report of the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight says it is seeking to elimi-
nate in H.R. 2, which is called ‘‘log roll, 
pork barrel projects.’’ 

The appropriations bill for Congress 
is also more detailed than the appro-
priations bills for the executive branch 
agencies. The committee’s report says 
‘‘We do not itemize appropriation bills 
and see no reason to do so. For the 
most part, Congress provides large 
lump sum accounts for agencies,’’ but 
the appropriations bills for the legisla-
tive branch are very detailed. 

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, under 
the bill, the President says we can re-
duce funds appropriated for a par-
ticular House committee, perhaps in 
response to an oversight investigation 
by that committee. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, if we pass 
this bill and give up control of the de-

tails of our own budget to the Presi-
dent and a minority of the Senate, it is 
unlikely we will ever be able to reclaim 
it. 

Mr. Chairman, I include, for the 
RECORD, a table showing the increase 
in debt for each State between 1984 and 
1992. 

The material referred to follows: 

STATE GOVERNMENT DEBT OUTSTANDING AT END OF 
FISCAL YEAR 

[Thousands of dollars] 

1984 1992 

United States ....................................... 186,378,896 371,800,683 
Alabama ........................................................ 2,896,714 4,128,724 
Alaska ........................................................... 6,529,672 4,941,602 
Arizona .......................................................... 607,720 2,648,942 
Arkansas ....................................................... 703,344 1,942,189 
California ...................................................... 13,553,823 37,823,709 
Colorado ........................................................ 1,256,257 2,977,116 
Connecticut ................................................... 5,489,783 11,956,902 
Delaware ....................................................... 1,909,003 3,541,000 
Florida ........................................................... 3,909,566 12,295,486 
Georgia .......................................................... 1,842,122 4,470,781 
Hawaii ........................................................... 2,512,093 4,656,763 
Idaho ............................................................. 574,359 1,292,022 
Illinois ........................................................... 8,636,544 18,741,830 
Indiana .......................................................... 1,563,271 5,171,670 
Iowa ............................................................... 651,311 1,863,947 
Kansas .......................................................... 356,136 485,787 
Kentucky ........................................................ 3,384,183 5,518,526 
Louisiana ....................................................... 6,517,978 9,994,068 
Maine ............................................................ 1,195,410 2,637,052 
Maryland ....................................................... 4,761,182 8,334,061 
Massachusetts .............................................. 8,885,155 24,008,036 
Michigan ....................................................... 5,222,480 10,356,583 
Minneosta ...................................................... 3,388,868 4,143,203 
Mississippi .................................................... 1,025,222 1,626,737 
Missouri ......................................................... 2,631,236 6,301,143 
Montana ........................................................ 696,071 1,887,877 
Nebraska ....................................................... 606,254 1,764,223 
Nevada .......................................................... 864,520 1,934,144 
New Hampshire ............................................. 1,734,333 4,313,471 
New Jersey ..................................................... 11,644,014 19,736,201 
New Mexico ................................................... 1,150,884 1,605,048 
New York ....................................................... 29,390,713 65,888,432 
North Carolina ............................................... 1,885,929 3,819,102 
North Dakota ................................................. 444,756 1,027,156 
Ohio ............................................................... 6,664,321 12,193,154 
Oklahoma ...................................................... 3,041,744 3,658,022 
Oregon ........................................................... 8,544,694 4,296,060 
Pennsylvania ................................................. 6,637,824 12,962,120 
Rhode Island ................................................. 2,291,705 5,150,733 
South Carolina .............................................. 3,241,814 4,864,627 
South Dakota ................................................ 917,562 1,060,222 
Tennessee ...................................................... 1,735,309 2,906,396 
Texas ............................................................. 4,009,048 8,001,175 
Utah .............................................................. 1,200,096 2,153,233 
Vermont ......................................................... 809,901 1,542,671 
Virginia .......................................................... 2,901,912 7,402,641 
Washington ................................................... 3,098,219 7,191,966 
West Virginia ................................................. 1,633,392 2,594,324 
Wisconsin ...................................................... 3,552,127 7,296,851 
Wyoming ........................................................ 716,320 894,768 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. DUNCAN], who is a lifelong 
resident of Knoxville, TN. He succeeded 
his father here, who was one of the 
most respected men in this House. He 
has been a fighter, since the first day 
he came to this body, for a line item 
veto, and he is finally getting his 
chance. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of this line item veto 
legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I first want to thank 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], with whom I 
have worked so closely on this issue in 
the past, for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, when we pass this leg-
islation a little later, I think there is 
no one in this House who will deserve 
more credit for it than the gentleman 
from New York, GERRY SOLOMON. I con-
gratulate him for his work on this very 
important piece of legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, on the first day of 
every Congress since I was elected in 
1988, I have introduced a line item veto 
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bill that is almost identical to the one 
that we are considering now, H.R. 2. 
While past Congresses have been un-
willing to pass a line item veto with 
real teeth in it, and in fact we passed 
one that the Wall Street Journal in 
1993 called a voodoo line item veto bill, 
I am pleased that today we are on the 
verge of approving a line item veto bill 
that will truly be effective in reducing 
pork barrel spending. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a partisan 
issue. Forty-three of our Nation’s Gov-
ernors, both Democrat and Republican, 
already have the line item veto and are 
using it to cut spending in their States 
and balance their budgets. It is time 
for Congress to give this same tool to 
the President, so that he can eliminate 
the most outrageous examples of 
wasteful and unnecessary spending 
without vetoing entire appropriation 
bills. 

The General Accounting Office esti-
mated in 1992 that more than $70 bil-
lion of pork barrel spending could have 
been cut between 1984 and 1989 if Presi-
dents Reagan and Bush had had a line 
item veto. The Cato Institute esti-
mates that $5 to $10 billion a year 
could be saved with the line item veto. 

Just last week in his State of the 
Union address, President Clinton high-
lighted some of the most absurd exam-
ples of pork barrel spending approved 
by the 103d Congress, and said ‘‘If you 
give me the line item veto, I will re-
move some of that unnecessary spend-
ing.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, I wish we did not need 
such things as a balanced budget 
amendment and a line item veto to 
bring our Federal spending under con-
trol. Unfortunately, however, Mr. 
Chairman, Congress has proven time 
and again that it does not have the will 
to cut spending on its own. That is why 
legislation such as H.R. 2 is so very 
necessary today. If the Congress does 
not really want to cut spending, it will 
have to say so and say so publicly. 

Mr. Chairman, with a national debt 
of over $4.7 trillion, we simply cannot 
afford to withhold this important tool 
from the President any longer. Former 
Senator Paul Tsongas, writing in the 
Christian Science Monitor a few 
months ago, said that if present trends 
continue, the young people of today 
will face average lifetime tax rates of 
an incredible 82 percent. We must do 
something about this to give a good 
economic future to our children and 
grandchildren. 

This will not solve our problems by 
itself, but it will be a big step in the 
right direction. I urge passage of this 
very important legislation. 

b 1250 
Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to a distinguished former Gov-
ernor, the gentleman from Delaware 
[Mr. CASTLE], who is a great leader in 
the line item veto fight and is the only 
Member of this Congress who has actu-
ally wielded a line item veto. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

I also, by the way, congratulate the 
Committee on Rules and all those who 
discussed this, because I think this is 
an important piece of legislation, a lit-
tle more complex than some people re-
alize, and I think the amendment proc-
ess will allow that discussion to take 
place. I think we are going to have a 
good time with that and perhaps learn 
a lot about it. 

I also think that the statutory line- 
item veto is a good step. I believe in 
the double-step process. I believe that a 
President should understand if he or 
she vetoes something, it is going to 
come back over here and if indeed it is 
overridden by a majority, a veto would 
have to happen again, and it would be 
a two-thirds vote at that point. I think 
that is going to make people sit up and 
take notice. 

The history of the line-item veto in 
the United States of America is long 
and is very important. It was first pro-
posed by President Grant in 1873 and by 
more than a dozen Presidents since. 
Ronald Reagan said as Governor, ‘‘I 
found this item veto is a powerful tool 
against wasteful or extravagant spend-
ing.’’ It was introduced in this body in 
1876 and there have been 200 resolutions 
since that particular period of time. 

It has a significant history. I did ex-
ercise the line-item veto as Governor 
of the State of Delaware. President 
Clinton did it as Governor of the State 
of Arkansas. We know that 43 Gov-
ernors have this. I do not know of a 
single State that is trying to rescind 
it. I do not know of a single legislature 
or Governor who is really fighting it. 

What it really means, in truth, is 
that you sit down and work out your 
budget together and you bring the ex-
ecutive branch into the process. After 
all, the executive, or the President in 
this case, presents a budget, the Presi-
dent lives by the budget, and the Presi-
dent is the one that has to carry it out 
with their various agencies. 

I think the President should be in-
volved in setting that budget process 
and also, if there are the pork-barrel 
projects that we hear about, I believe 
the President of the United States 
should be one named as an involved 
party and having been a party to that. 
That is what happens in this particular 
instance. 

This will in my judgment address un-
necessary expenditures. But it will not 
balance our budget. It is not going to 
do that. I do not think we should over-
emphasize that. 

I finally do not think that this is an 
extreme shift of activity as we have 
heard from time to time. It is really 
not much of a power tilt. In fact, I 
think the President may underutilize 
it rather than overutilize it. 

I would encourage all of us to support 
the line-item veto legislation. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 51⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT]. 

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SPRATT. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us 
passes up a practical solution, expe-
dited rescission, which this House has 
voted for on 3 separate occasions, a so-
lution that is clearly constitutional, 
and takes up instead a novel solution 
that is constitutionally in question. 

I know that the Congressional Re-
search Service has sifted through all 
the case law on delegation of powers 
and come to the conclusion that this 
bill is probably constitutional. But as 
Judge Bork put it in an article he 
wrote some time ago about the line- 
item veto, ‘‘A solution that nobody has 
thought of for 200 years has the burden 
of persuasion, especially in constitu-
tional matters.’’ 

Those who claim that we can give the 
President line item veto authority bear 
the burden of explaining to us how we 
can amend the Constitution by statute. 
They have to explain to us in all fair-
ness, I think, why it is that no Presi-
dent has ever noticed that he had this 
authority implicit in the Constitution 
for over 200 years. 

Let us start with George Washington. 
He presided over the Constitutional 
Convention. When he was asked what 
were his powers under the presentment 
clause, he answered succinctly. 

‘‘From the nature of the Constitu-
tion,’’ said Washington, ‘‘I must ap-
prove all parts of a bill or reject it in 
toto.’’ 

William Howard Taft was both Presi-
dent and Chief Justice. He once wrote, 
‘‘The President has no power to veto 
parts of the bill under the Constitution 
and allow the rest to become law. He 
must accept it or reject it in its en-
tirety.’’ 

Where Judge Bork and William How-
ard Taft have refused to tread, the au-
thors of this bill rush in. In effect, they 
say, ‘‘Even if the Constitution doesn’t 
give the President this power, Congress 
can confer on the President by statute 
powers that the President doesn’t have 
under the Constitution.’’ 

The bill does not use the words, but 
the device it employs to confer the 
item veto power upon the President is 
delegation. In essence, this bill dele-
gates to the President the power to 
cancel out items in a bill in lieu of 
vetoing the bill in its entirety. 

So this bill takes giant strides. It 
shifts enormous power to the President 
by delegation and it is so broad, so 
unique, so unprecedented that I think 
it fairly begs the question, ‘‘Is it con-
stitutional?’’ 

Fifty years ago, the Supreme Court 
said, ‘‘Sweeping delegations of legisla-
tive power are unconstitutional.’’ 

I know that a lot of water has flowed 
over the dam since the Schecter deci-
sion came down, and that Schecter has 
mostly been honored in the breach, as 
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our courts have increasingly upheld 
delegations of power that have become 
broader and broader with time. 

But 7 years ago in Bowsher versus 
Synar, a case dealing with the budget 
authority of the Congress, dealing spe-
cifically with sequestration, which was 
much like a veto, the Court issued a 
caveat for us to beware of. It said, 

The ultimate judgment regarding the con-
stitutionality of a delegation must not be 
made on the basis of the scope alone but on 
the basis of its scope plus the specificity of 
the standards that govern its exercise. When 
the scope increases to immense proportions, 
the standards must be correspondingly more 
precise. 

This is the caveat sent to us by Bow-
sher versus Synar, the caveat we 
should heed here. The broader the 
scope, the stricter the standards. 

There is no question about the scope 
of this bill. It is immense, it is broad, 
it is as big as the powers of 13 different 
appropriation bills that we pass every 
year, all discretionary spending. 

In effect what we are saying here is 
the President can choose to do what-
ever he pleases with 13 different appro-
priation bills adopted into law each 
year by the Congress. 

What standards, what guidelines con-
trol what the President can do? What 
tells him where the purpose of Con-
gress lies? 

First of all, this bill says that when 
the President cuts out spending, or re-
scinds, the rescission must reduce the 
deficit or the national debt and limit 
discretionary spending. 

But, ladies and gentlemen, that is 
tautological. By definition, anything 
that cuts spending will reduce the def-
icit. So this is not a standard. 

Next the bill says the rescission must 
not impair essential governmental 
functions or harm the national inter-
est. What does that mean? 

The standard is so subjective that 
the President can fill it any way he 
wishes. It is so vague that it is mean-
ingless. 

I know that in decisions from J.W. 
Hampton to Mistretta dealing with the 
sentencing guidelines, courts have al-
lowed Congress to hand over enormous 
power to the executive branch, the 
broadest sorts of power, the broadest 
kinds of discretion, but it is to carry 
out policies that we spell out and enun-
ciate. 

The difference between all those 
cases and this bill is that this bill dele-
gates to the President the power not to 
carry out but to cancel out legislative 
policies, not just to execute the will of 
Congress but to, when the President 
wishes to, eradicate the will of Con-
gress. 

If we want to add a line item veto to 
the President’s powers, then I think 
the right way to do it is to amend the 
Constitution. Until we have amended 
the Constitution, the best way to give 
the President the equivalent of a line 
item veto is by enhancing and expe-
diting his authority to rescind. We will 
offer in the course of this debate 
amendments to do just that. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was 
given permission to extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 2, the 
Line Item Veto Act. It is an important 
tool in the battle to reduce the spend-
ing that will be given to the President 
through the line item veto authority. 

I particularly appreciate the time 
yielded to me today by the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida, be-
cause it is an opportunity to speak on 
what has been for me a long-time com-
mitment to my constituents, a con-
tractual arrangement, you might say. 

For more than 10 years now, I have 
been saying in response to my con-
stituents’ concerns that I think there 
are two fundamental changes that 
must be made to deal with our con-
tinual deficit problem: One is the bal-
anced budget amendment and the other 
is the line item veto for the President. 

b 1300 
So, since 1985 I have been cospon-

soring legislation which would grant 
the President the line-item veto. It has 
been frequently mentioned that 43 Gov-
ernors have this tool at their hand, and 
it has been well used in those States. 
In fact, in my home State we have an 
extraordinarily powerful version of it. 
We can actually have our Governor 
mark down expenditure items, not only 
mark them out. 

It will enable us through the Presi-
dent’s authority to strike a pen to the 
pork barrel projects that too often find 
their way into appropriations bills. 
This power given to our Governors in 43 
States has been a successful tool in dis-
couraging unnecessary expenditures at 
the State level. I think the President 
can be well vested with this power as 
well. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. It is one of the funda-
mental, institutional changes we can 
and must make. Obviously, with only 
one balanced budget in the last 20 
years, we not only need a balanced 
budget amendment, we need this kind 
of institutional change as well. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, it gives 
me great pleasure to yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
TATE], a new member of the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight. 

Mr. TATE. Mr. Chairman, this legis-
lation is of monumental importance to 
our country. As a cosponsor, as many 
other freshmen are, we are keeping our 
commitment to the Contract With 
America. 

The line-item veto means cutting 
spending, shrinking government and 
that was the message last November. 

The line-item veto provides a power-
ful tool for Congress to control spend-
ing to eliminate pork barrel legisla-
tion, and it is part of our Weight 
Watchers diet for Congress. 

The line item veto comes on the 
heels of the balanced budget amend-

ment, another way to reduce the def-
icit, another way to get Government 
out of our wallets. 

The time to act is now. Congress 
must get its house in order, because 
the American people are tired of more 
of their money going for wasteful gov-
ernment programs and they are weary 
of the excuses by Congress for the 
spending. It is out of control. 

We have heard many times the na-
tional debt is over $41⁄2 trillion, $18,000 
for every man, woman, and child. My 
daughter, Madeleine, who was born 6 
months ago, was saddled with this huge 
debt for the future. The debt not only 
jeopardizes future economics and fu-
ture earnings, but it jeopardizes the fu-
ture of our grandchildren and our great 
grandchildren. 

We can no longer allow this reckless 
spending without an avenue to remove 
it. Just last year we spent money to 
study insect noise and to study lob-
sters. Sounds like a lot of pork to me. 

The line-item veto provides a power-
ful check on congressional pork. Forty- 
three States have the line-item veto to 
balance the budget, to cut the fat. The 
U.S. Congress should follow this move-
ment. 

Congress has proved incapable of 
making the tough decisions. The public 
has asked us to pass this bill and we 
should, if not for ourselves, then let us 
pass this for the American families we 
are here to represent. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Michigan [Miss COLLINS]. 

(Miss COLLINS of Michigan asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the honorable gen-
tlewoman from Illinois for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the line-item veto bill. I op-
posed it when the White House was Re-
publican; I oppose it now; and—for the 
sake of Congress—I would encourage 
my colleagues to do likewise. 

Mr. Chairman, I for one, believe in 
the Congress; and while we have had 
our problems of late, I cannot support 
legislating ourselves into irrelevance. 
We are not children, and we do not 
need a Republican or Democratic 
‘‘daddy’’ standing over us and telling 
us that we do not need items x, y, or z 
because ‘‘father knows best.’’ 

Imagine, if you will, the incredible 
leverage which the President will have 
over each and every Member of this 
body. Heaven help any colleague who 
crosses a vindictive President with this 
power. The Member will see his sub-
committee’s work vanish with the 
stroke of a pen; and simple, routine 
items could require their own ‘‘super-
majority.’’ Are we prepared for that? 
Remember, my colleagues, Presidents 
can be either friendly or hostile. 
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Your friend now could be your nemesis 
in a few years. 

I ask my colleagues, can we not stop 
this collective hari-kari once and for 
all? We have run this country for over 
200 years, and our system is the envy of 
governments around the world. Now, 
again, I will be the first to acknowl-
edge our problems, but this solution is 
far too severe. And it is far too perma-
nent. I will not cut off my foot to get 
out of the bear trap. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Chairman, why on Earth would 
this U.S. House of Representatives 
willingly vote away its power? 

We negotiate in our respective com-
mittees for programs which will ben-
efit our constituents. We win the battle 
in committee. We win the battle in ap-
propriations. We win in floor debate. 
Then a President, with one stroke of a 
mighty pen, can render all of our hard 
work void and useless. A President can 
hold your district programs hostage to 
votes he wants for other bills. He can 
be very punitive to teach Members a 
lesson. 

Why? Why emasculate the Congress? 
Why? Turn our responsibilities over 

to the executive branch? 
Why? Give up our power to legislate 

and appropriate? 
I ask, why—why—why? 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 31⁄2 

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Mississippi, [Mr. PARKER]. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, we also 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
PARKER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, the mi-
nority whip recently issued a state-
ment in which he brands H.R. 2 as a Re-
publican proposal under which ‘‘Con-
gress would cede to the executive 
branch one of its most important re-
sponsibilities—the power of the purse.’’ 

Well first of all, here is one Democrat 
who supports this ‘‘Republican’’ pro-
posal. I am an original sponsor of the 
legislation before us. In fact, I have 
supported the concept of a line-item 
veto from my first day in Congress. 
Here is one Democrat who is not pre-
pared to just toss aside his party’s 
claim on a good idea. 

Second, have not we done a fine job 
in carrying out our most important re-
sponsibility? Congress has not respon-
sibly exercised the power of the purse 
for years. We have been downright irre-
sponsible with this power. 

Opponents of a line-item veto claim 
this is a balance of power issue. I agree. 
There currently exists vast imbalance 
in the power to exercise fiscal responsi-
bility. This is an effort to remedy that 
problem. 

A 1992 GAO report indicated that the 
line-item veto will work. I refer you to 
page 5 of the Rules Committee Report 
on H.R. 2: 

If Presidential line item vote/line item re-
duction authority had been applied to all 
items to which objections were raised in the 

Statements of Administration Policy during 
fiscal years 1984 through 1989, spending could 
have been reduced by amounts ranging from 
$7 billion in 1985 to $17 billion in 1987, for a 6- 
year total of about $70 billion. This would have 
reduced federal deficits and borrowing by 6.7 
percent, from the $1059 billion that actually 
occurred during that period to $989 billion. 
(Emphasis added.) 

That is good enough for me. 
What we are talking about here is 

the creation of an additional deficit re-
duction tool. If a carpenter set out to 
build a house without a hammer, he 
would not be able to accomplish much 
toward the construction project. If you 
were the President of the United 
States, you would also want the tools 
needed to carry out your duties for 
that office. In an effort to provide a 
balanced budget or to eliminate waste-
ful programs and expenditures, the 
line-item veto is a vital tool for the 
President of either political party. 

While the enhanced recission alter-
native is also a new tool, it is not as 
strong as the line-item veto. The line 
item veto will require a two-thirds vote 
to reverse a Presidential reduction in 
spending while enhanced recission will 
require a simple majority. That is es-
sentially the only difference between 
these two proposals. 

So the choice before you is quite sim-
ple. You are either serious about reduc-
ing spending and want to make it as 
difficult as possible to avoid doing so, 
or your want to protect this body’s 
spendthrift power. 

This is really not a balance of power 
issue. This is an expansion of power 
issue. I support expanding the power of 
the President and/or the Congress to 
engage in the practice of fiscally 
reponsible government. 

More than 85 percent of the Nation’s 
Governors have the line-item veto 
where it has been used as a valuable 
tool in helping those Governors keep 
their State’s budgets in balance. 

The time for a line-item veto has ar-
rived. If we are going to have a bal-
anced budget, the President needs the 
tools necessary to produce such a budg-
et. I urge you to support H.R. 2 as in-
troduced and take a giant step toward 
fiscal responsibility. 

b 1310 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I speak today in support of 
the Line-Item Veto Act, and I support 
the premise behind the call for the 
line-item veto, that the Congress has 
included many questionable items in 
appropriations over the years, and 
steps need to be taken to remedy the 
problem. 

Today the notion that Congress can 
control itself is doubted by the public, 
and that is why this is a popular idea. 
In the public’s mind Congress defines 
itself with the little things we do as 
well as the big things we do. It is my 
sense that the line-item veto may help 
put an end to the funding of some of 

the outdated, unneeded programs or 
projects that we put into appropria-
tions bills. 

This will not end, and it is not the 
panacea. The line-item veto does not 
end Congress’ responsibility for self-re-
straint. As my colleagues noted in our 
committee hearings, Presidents, recent 
Presidents particularly, are not known 
for submitting balanced budgets, and 
we should not expect this or any other 
President to save us from ourselves. 

We should consider another point, 
that maybe we are overselling the ben-
efits of this bill. The item-veto could 
cut millions of dollars and help Con-
gress set better priorities on programs, 
for example, by eliminating nondefense 
items in the defense budget, but public 
support of this measure stems in large 
part from the size of the deficit. Many 
are under the impression the item-veto 
will have a noticeable fiscal impact. 
But what effect will it really have on 
the deficit? 

The item-veto has been used, as we 
heard earlier, by 43 Governors. And I 
served 20 years as a legislator and with 
many Governors, and they enjoyed 
that authority, and I had the honor and 
privilege of having projects and bills 
vetoed by both Democrat and Repub-
lican Governors in Texas. 

The item-veto most often is used to 
get the attention of those of us in the 
legislature and not necessarily as a 
budget-reducing item. I would hope it 
would be used for that, not only by our 
President if this passes, but also by 
Governors. 

I support the measure because I be-
lieve it is progress. However, the line- 
item veto will not control nondis-
cretionary spending, the big-ticket 
items like health care costs or interest 
on the national debt. 

I believe that the point needs to be 
made clear to the public, let us not 
oversell the benefits of the line-item 
veto, but we still need to pass it. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Huntington Beach, CA 
[Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
the President’s veto power is granted 
by the Constitution, and we have heard 
today the question: Why, why, why 
change this power now or try to have 
some impact on how this power is 
being used in this body? 

Well, I will be very happy to explain 
it. Something has gone totally hay-
wire, and spending is totally out of 
control and has been for decades. 

One of the reasons this system is not 
working is because there has been a 
fundamental change, a diminution of 
the President’s veto power. Past legis-
lation, especially spending bills, that 
went through this body were specific 
and usually very, very understandable. 
Today we find massive continuing reso-
lutions and appropriations bills that 
are hundreds, if not thousands, of pages 
long that span the issues, that span our 
whole imagination, and they are very 
difficult to understand. This is how our 
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process has evolved, and what has hap-
pened is the President’s veto power in 
this evolution has been devolved along 
with this. 

In short, the President’s veto power 
has been neutralized by the evolution 
of how we do our business, and the rea-
son why our spending situation is out 
of control is this constitutional au-
thority given by our Founding Fathers 
is really no longer in effect. 

That was never made more clear to 
me than when I worked at the White 
House for the President of the United 
States. I remember when President 
Reagan stood right here and in a State 
of the Union Message had a huge con-
tinuing resolution. Do you remember 
that? And he threw it down on this 
table before us and said, ‘‘Something is 
wrong when we have to consider all of 
this, all or nothing.’’ The President is 
faced with all or nothing. 

What kind of veto power does he have 
left? 

Well, a little story I would like to 
share with you: I was in the Oval Office 
with President Reagan the day after 
his presentation of the State of the 
Union Message that time when he actu-
ally threw down that continuing reso-
lution showing, demonstrably showing, 
that his veto power, meaning all or 
nothing, you know, was irrelevant now, 
and I notice that his finger was ban-
daged. President Reagan’s finger had a 
bandage on it. I said, ‘‘Mr. President, 
what happened to your finger?’’ He 
said, ‘‘Well, DANA, when I was up in 
front of the Congress last night and I 
threw that bill down, my finger did not 
get out from under it and it smashed 
my finger.’’ 

Now, most people did not understand 
that he was in pain during the delivery 
of the rest of the State of the Union 
Message. 

There is something wrong when the 
legislation that we have is so big that 
it is smashing the President’s finger, 
much less his veto power. I think we 
should restore the President’s finger 
and restore the veto power to the 
President of the United States to pro-
tect us against unnecessary spending, 
and that means supporting H.R. 2, the 
real line-item veto. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cleve-
land, OH [Mr. HOKE], a distinguished 
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
PARKER], who spoke quite eloquently 
in favor of this enhanced-rescission 
bill. 

I would like to particularly point out 
that the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. PARKER] is a very conservative 
Democrat, and I would like to further 
point out that the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. PARKER] and many other 
Democrats have voted in favor of every 

single bill that has been passed by this 
Congress so far as part of the Contract 
With America. 

I think it is important, Mr. Chair-
man, that we remind ourselves that 
this is a very bipartisan effort that is 
going forward. Democrats voted on 
every part of the rules package. They 
voted in favor of the balanced budget 
amendment. Without them we never 
would have passed it. They voted in 
favor yesterday of unfunded mandates, 
nearly half the Democrat Caucus, and 
on and on, and I think, no, I am sorry, 
more than half, substantially more 
than half of the Democrat Caucus, and 
I think it is important, Mr. Chairman, 
for the American people to remember 
that we are not in the business of doing 
the Republican Party’s agenda or the 
Democrat Party’s agenda, but that we 
are working for America here, and we 
are working in a bipartisan spirit and a 
bipartisan manner that many in the 
press would like the public not to be 
aware of. 

b 1320 
You know, we have been saying that 

last November the American people 
spoke and they declared the days of 
wasteful spending by the Federal Gov-
ernment should stop. Today we are on 
the threshold of fulfilling another part 
of our contract, the line-item veto. I 
think it is probably a little bit myopic 
and maybe a little bit of bragging to 
suggest we are really the authors of 
this. The fact is this is an idea whose 
time has finally come, brought about, 
initially made by Ronald Reagan. It 
started in the early 1980’s and finally 
after an extraordinarily long gestation 
period we are going to see this bear 
fruit. Mr. Chairman, great ideas are 
worth waiting for. 

Mr. Chairman, President Reagan is 
going to be 84 years old on Monday. I 
cannot think of a better birthday 
present that we could give him. 

Far too long now Congress has in-
sulted the taxpayers of this country by 
first taking its money, and it should 
not. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Buf-
falo, NY [Mr. QUINN], a distinguished 
member of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee and a leader in the effort to give 
the President a line-item veto. 

Mr. QUINN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me, and I ap-
preciate his comments. 

Mr. Chairman, it is an honor for me 
to be here today and join so many of 
our colleagues in enthusiastically sup-
porting H.R. 2. 

Twice during the 103d Congress, since 
I have been a Member here in the Con-
gress, we have had a chance to vote on 
the line-item veto, and twice we fell 
short of those votes. In the 104th Con-
gress now I think we have a real oppor-
tunity to give the President of the 
United States the line-item veto. 

Mr. Chairman, the line-item veto will 
rise or fall on its own merits. But I 

think we have an opportunity here to 
go above and beyond that. We hear 
words like ‘‘power’’ and ‘‘punishment.’’ 
I think one of the problems we are into 
right now is that we have an oppor-
tunity here, unlike other legislation, 
where H.R. 2 says that the President’s 
rescissions will take effect imme-
diately unless the Congress rejects 
them. If the Congress rejects them 
within 20 days, they go back to the 
President and they will be vetoed 
again, if he indeed wants that to hap-
pen. Then it comes back to the House 
for a two-thirds majority. One of the 
by-products of H.R. 2 will be some dis-
cussion, communication, interaction 
between the House and the Senate and 
the President of the United States. I 
think that is healthy for this Govern-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, at the same time we 
have some naysayers, who are oppo-
nents and say we are giving the Presi-
dent too much power. We are back to 
the power and punishment words. They 
say that he will punish Members for 
things they have done or have not done 
during the course of their term here. 

I think the track record that we have 
in city halls across the country, in 
State legislatures, in the Governors’ 
chairs—we heard a former sitting Gov-
ernor right here as our Member, the 
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CAS-
TLE], say that that is not the case, that 
the Presidents of this United States 
will use that power accordingly. 

Then we hear whether or not the 
President will be accountable, whether 
or not he punishes other Members or 
uses that power in the wrong way. Let 
us remember Presidents are also ac-
countable to the same constituents 
that we are accountable to. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure for me 
to strongly support H.R. 2, and I ask 
my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. COX], the distinguished 
chairman of the Republican Policy 
Committee and a former White House 
counsel who worked extensively on 
budget issues during the Reagan years. 

Mr. COX of California. I thank my 
colleague for that gracious introduc-
tion and for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2, the Line Item 
Veto Act, is something the American 
people have wanted for a long time. It 
is a fitting tribute to their tireless ef-
forts, as well as to the tireless efforts 
of one man who has been mentioned 
here several times in the course of this 
debate, Ronald Reagan. 

Next Monday, February 6, Ronald 
Reagan will celebrate his 84th birth-
day. It is absolutely fitting that we 
will vote on final passage of H.R. 2 on 
Ronald Reagan’s birthday. 

A decade ago Ronald Reagan said 
about the line-item veto, ‘‘No other 
single piece of legislation would so 
quickly and effectively put order back 
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into our budget process.’’ That is as 
true today as it was 10 years ago. 

It will restore what the Founders saw 
as the strongest deterrent to wasteful 
spending by Congress, an energetic ex-
ecutive with the power to force a 
thoughtful and thorough debate on in-
dividual items of spending. 

H.R. 2 will reverse some of the dam-
age that was done by the 1974 Budget 
Impoundment and Control Act, passed 
by a liberal Congress at the height of 
its powers as a slap at President Nixon, 
then at the depths of his disfavor with 
the Congress. 

It radically shifted the respective 
powers of the legislative and executive 
branches and emasculated the Presi-
dent’s impoundment authority, sub-
stituting weak powers of deferral and 
rescission which this Congress has ever 
since 1974 chosen to override. 

Since 1974, this Congress has chosen 
to ignore almost every rescission re-
quest proposed by every Republican 
and Democratic President. In the 2 
years that I worked in the White 
House, President Reagan issued over 
400 rescission requests, they totaled 
over $18 billion. Do you know how 
many the Congress voted on? Not a sin-
gle one. 

Mr. Chairman, James Madison once 
wrote that unless kept in check, Con-
gress would be everywhere extending 
the sphere of its activity and drawing 
all power into its impetuous vortex. 
James Madison was right. Congress’ 
spending appetite needs to be con-
trolled. 

H.R. 2 is a solid step on the way to 
doing just that. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, it gives 
me great pleasure to yield 2 minutes to 
a renowned deficit hawk, the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ZELIFF] chairman of Subcommittee on 
National Defense, International Affairs 
and Judiciary, and the author of the A- 
to-Z spending reduction. 

Mr. ZELIFF. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 2, to give the President the 
line-item veto. Last November we 
promised the taxpayers of America 
that we would manage their funds with 
greater care and discipline. 

We promised no more business as 
usual. We promised to prioritize Fed-
eral spending just as families and busi-
nesses do. 

The line-item veto, along with the 
balanced budget amendment and the 
unfunded mandates legislation just 
passed, will go a long way toward forc-
ing this Government to prioritize. 

There is no better example of the 
need for a line-item veto than the Cali-
fornia earthquake emergency appro-
priation passed last year. 

It was amazing how much damage 
was actually done by that earthquake, 
since the $8.6 billion emergency fund-
ing bill went way beyond California 
and included money for States from 
Hawaii to Maine. It included: $10 mil-
lion dollars for a post office in New 

York City; $1.5 million dollars to build 
a maritime museum in South Carolina; 
$1.3 million dollars for Hawaiian sugar-
cane funding; and $1.4 million dollars 
to fight potato fungus in Maine. 

If the President had a line-item veto, 
he could have taken these unnecessary 
spending programs right out of the leg-
islation without affecting the nec-
essary funds for the horrible damage in 
California. 

We see opposition to the line-item 
veto because it is a threat to this type 
of pork-barrel politics. It is a threat to 
the old spending habits of past con-
gresses. but times have changed for the 
better, and pork-barrel politics must 
end. 

The bottom line is that America now 
faces a $4.6 trillion debt. We pay over 
$200 billion in interest payments alone. 

A line-item veto takes the power 
away from the wheelers and dealers 
and gives it back to the President and 
this Congress. 

A line-item veto forces account-
ability on the part of the Congress and 
the President, and stops the blame 
game that now routinely occurs. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation and take yet another step 
toward ensuring our Nation’s future 
through accountability and fiscal re-
sponsibility. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
STENHOLM]. 

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to come to the 
floor today to debate proposals to strengthen 
the ability of Presidents to identify and elimi-
nate low-priority budget items. The Members 
of the House will have the opportunity to con-
sider a variety of approaches to this issue, in-
cluding an amendment which I will be offering 
with JOHN SPRATT. 

I know that my friends on the other side of 
the aisle have waited a long time to pass a 
pure line-item veto bill. I do want to point out 
that even the amendment before us today is 
not a line-item veto constitutional amendment, 
which I believe is what most Americans are 
thinking of when they speak about ‘‘the strong-
est possible line-item veto.’’ 

Nonetheless, I have no doubt that sup-
porters will pass the pure statutory line-item 
veto when the Committee of the Whole rises 
after debating the various amendments that 
will be brought to the floor during the next sev-
eral days. There also has never been any 
doubt about my position on this so-called pure 
line-item veto; I have opposed it. 

For those who believe that any President— 
Democrat or Republican—should have minor-
ity rule over Congress, should be able to get 
just one-third-plus-one of the Congress to 
agree with him on the most targeted of fund-
ing items, those people should vote for the 
pure line-item veto. I respect their right to 
have that opinion, but I strongly disagree with 
it. 

What some call ‘‘modified line item veto,’’ or 
what I prefer to call ‘‘expedited rescission pro-

cedure,’’ is the approach that I always have 
found far preferable. Under this scenario, a 
President still would be given the opportunity 
to propose cuts to individual spending or tax 
items. Within 10 legislative days after the 
President sent such a rescission package to 
Congress, a vote on that package would be 
taken on the House floor. That bill could not 
be amended, except that 50 House Members 
could request a separate vote on an individual 
item which had been proposed for rescission. 
If a majority of Members voted to retain fund-
ing for that individual item, it would be struck 
from the rescission bill. If the remainder of the 
rescissions were approved by a simple major-
ity of the House, the bill then would be sent 
to the Senate for consideration under the 
same expedited procedure. 

This latter approach encourages deficit re-
duction and maintains the balance of power 
established by the Constitution, thus excusing 
it from the grave Constitutional concerns cre-
ated by the language of the base bill. 

I also want to be careful not to claim indi-
vidual or partisan credit for this approach. Ex-
pedited rescission legislation embodies an 
idea which many Members, both Democrats 
and Republicans, have fought hard for over 
the years. Dan Quayle first introduced expe-
dited rescission legislation in 1985. Tom Car-
per and DICK ARMEY did yeomen’s work in 
promoting this legislation. On the Democratic 
side, TIM JOHNSON, Dan Glickman, Tim Penny, 
and L.F. PAYNE spent years as particularly ef-
fective advocates of this legislation. Numerous 
Republicans, including Lynn Martin, Bill Fren-
zel, GERALD SOLOMON, HARRIS FAWELL, and 
others made meaningful contributions to expe-
dited rescission legislation as it has devel-
oped. And of course, the language which we 
voted on last year was the Stenholm-Penny- 
Kasich amendment. The deficit reduction 
prowess of my two cohorts in that effort is al-
most legendary, and deservedly so. 

Thanks to the efforts of these and other 
Members, the House overwhelming passed 
expedited rescission legislation in each of the 
past 3 years. 

I do not in any way intend to imply that all 
of these Members have supported expedited 
rescissions to the exclusion of or even in pref-
erence to a pure line-item veto. Although this 
proposal was described a few years by GER-
ALD SOLOMON as ‘‘a tremendous compromise 
* * * that this house can support overwhelm-
ingly on both sides of the aisle,’’ my friend 
from New York has always made it clear that 
he prefers the one-third-plus-one approach. 

What I am saying is that, in an overwhelm-
ingly bipartisan way, Members have stated 
through their words and their votes, that the 
expedited rescission procedure is a very good 
one. 

Let me say that again. Members have stat-
ed through their words and their votes that the 
expedited rescission procedure is a very good 
one. That is important to emphasize because 
of the way which votes will be taken in the 
next few days. 

My colleague from West Virginia, Mr. WISE, 
will be offering precisely my amendment which 
was approved by a vote of 342 to 69 last July. 
If I were to have my way, that is the amend-
ment that would prevail in the end. 

But I can count votes as well as anybody, 
and I understand that a majority of this body 
now wishes to pass language along the lines 
of the Contract With America when it comes to 
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line-item veto. Therefore, I will subsequently 
offer an amendment which is not a substitute, 
but rather is an add-on amendment to H.R. 2. 
In this way, my friends on the other side of the 
aisle can have the best of both worlds. They 
can maintain their language, but they can also 
support language along the lines they have 
approved for each of the last 3 years. 

Where we are in agreement is in the belief 
that we must bring greater accountability to 
the appropriations process and the tax bene-
fits process so that individual items may be 
considered on their individual merits. The cur-
rent rescission process does not make the 
President or Congress accountable. Congress 
can ignore the President’s rescissions, and the 
President can blame Congress for ignoring his 
rescissions. I believe that it is appropriate to 
strengthen the President’s ability to force 
votes on individual budgetary items. 

To my friends on the left who feel that we 
don’t need to take any of these actions, I 
would like to make one further point. The cur-
rent discharge process for forcing a floor vote 
on the President’s rescissions is cumbersome 
and has never been used. The President is re-
quired to spend the money if Congress has 
not enacted the rescissions within 45 days. In 
other words, Congress can reject the spending 
cuts proposed by the President through inac-
tion. 

According to data compiled by the General 
Accounting Office, Congress has approved 
barely one-third of the individual rescissions 
submitted by Presidents of both parties since 
1974. Congress has ignored about $50 billion 
in rescissions submitted by Presidents under 
the existing process without any vote at all on 
the merits of the rescissions. 

During the vote on the Stenholm-Kasich 
amendment last July, my Democratic col-
leagues on the Appropriations Committee cor-
rectly pointed out that Congress had passed 
more than $60 billion in rescissions of its own 
since 1974. That notwithstanding, I do not be-
lieve that the fact that Congress had approved 
more spending cuts than the President had 
submitted is a justification for not voting on the 
President’s rescission proposals. 

The public is fed up with the finger-pointing 
in which each side argues that the problem is 
really the other side’s fault. Constituents do 
not consider doing better than the other side 
to be a substitute for actually dealing with a 
problem. When we are faced with deficits in 
the $200 billion range, we cannot afford to ig-
nore any proposals to cut spending. 

Forcing votes on individual items in tax and 
spending bills will have a very real cleansing 
effect on the legislative process and will take 
a step toward reducing the public cynicism 
about the political process. It provides the 
President with a real tool to ferret out ques-
tionable spending items while preserving the 
power of Congressional majorities to control 
spending decisions. 

When we rise from the Committee of the 
Whole into the Whole House, I will be submit-
ting for the RECORD a number of items which 
will be valuable to Members evaluating this 
issue as well as to scholars who might be 
studying it. Included in this material are legal 
opinions from the American Law Division of 
the Congressional Research Service and an-
swers to the most commonly asked questions 
about this issue. 

I urge my colleagues to strengthen the proc-
ess by voting for the Stenholm-Spratt amend-
ment and then voting yes on final passage. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am very 
happy to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Florida 
[Mrs. FOWLER]. 

(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, none 
of us has the illusion that the line-item 
veto will be a cure-all for our Nation’s 
fiscal woes. It can, however, be an im-
portant tool to help the Federal Gov-
ernment get its chronic deficits—like 
this year’s $176 billion deficit—under 
control. 

The line-item veto will give the 
President the power to excise wasteful 
pet projects and eliminate tax provi-
sions that only benefit special inter-
ests. 

And it can work. In the 43 States 
where Governors currently enjoy this 
power, it has been a success. 

b 1330 

In California, Mr. Chairman, former 
Governor Deukmejian used the line- 
item veto to trim $1.2 billion from his 
State’s budget. In Wisconsin Governor 
Thompson has used the same authority 
to eliminate some $143 million in 
wasteful spending. A 1992 GAO study 
estimated that a Presidential line-item 
veto could have saved $70.7 billion in 
pork-barrel spending between fiscal 
years 1984 and 1989. 

Let us act before we lose another pre-
cious tax dollar to wasteful spending. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT]. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, last session I had the pleas-
ure of joining the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] and virtually 
every other Republican to support a 
true line-item veto, and a number of 
Democrats decided it made sense for 
the President to have the authority to 
get rid of pork barrel spending and es-
pecially tax giveaways, both of which 
are important arrows in the quiver 
against our rising deficits. But I am 
upset today, Mr. Chairman, because 
the emperor has no clothes. The bill 
that we have before us only does half 
the job. Although it gives the Presi-
dent the authority to get rid of pork 
barrel spending, it does not give him 
adequate authority to get rid of the tax 
loopholes. 

Newsweek magazine put it best: 
The fine print of the bill now moving 

through the House reveals though the Re-
publicans are tough on spending, they are 
lax on special interest tax giveaways. The 
bill allows the President to target tax bene-
fits, but then defines that phrase to include 
only a tiny number of small loopholes. The 
vast majority of tax breaks, worth hundreds 
of millions of dollars, would remain immune 
from the President’s veto. Any lobbyist look-
ing for goodies from the Federal Government 
could work through the tax code instead of 
the spending bills. 

Mr. Chairman, that is exactly what is 
going to happen if we pass this bill. 
Any tax lawyer in this city, any lobby-
ists worth their salt, are going to say, 

‘‘Let’s not spend our time on the ap-
propriations bills. Let’s find a time 
bomb that we can place in a revenue 
bill. Let’s have a tax loophole created 
in a revenue bill.’’ 

Now what has happened? Last year 
every Republican voted to give the 
President of the United States the au-
thority to get rid of these tax loop-
holes. In the Contract With America, 
Mr. Chairman, virtually every Repub-
lican signed language that gave the 
President of the United States the au-
thority to get rid of these tax loop-
holes. But now the rubber meets the 
road, and the bill is before us today, 
and the new leadership does not want 
to give the President of the United 
States adequate ability to get rid of 
tax loopholes. 

Mr. Chairman, last year I bolted from 
my party in good faith because I felt 
that the Republicans were onto some-
thing here. I thought they were sincere 
in wanting to get rid of both pork bar-
rel spending and tax loopholes. But 
now in the 104th Congress, when they 
are in control, it appears obvious to me 
that, yes, they want to get rid of this 
port barrel spending because there is 
no growth in pork barrell spending. It 
is not a growth industry in this town. 
But they do not want to give up their 
ability to slip tax loopholes into rev-
enue bills. 

The previous speaker talked about 
bipartisan cooperation in this House. 
Since every Republican voted in favor 
of the language that would give the 
President the authority to get rid of 
tax loopholes last year, and virtually 
every Republican signed the contract, 
that would give the President that au-
thority. I would ask that my friends on 
the Republican side of the aisle keep to 
their word and not break that Contract 
With America on this issue. Give the 
President the authority to get rid of 
tax loopholes. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 21⁄2 minutes to respond to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BAR-
RETT]. 

Mr. Chairman, in the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight we 
adopted an amendment sponsored by 
the Democrats that would expand the 
number of individuals, businesses or in-
dividuals, who are receiving tax bene-
fits to 100, to allow the President to 
veto a much broader number of tax 
benefits. But at the same time we felt 
it was important not to give the Presi-
dent too much power. That is a con-
cern. I think anything we do that shifts 
power to the President, we narrowed 
that to a very defined area to get after 
the most egregious efforts to reward 
certain interests in the Tax Code. To 
expand that further, in an unlimited 
way, would give the President far too 
much power and would allow the Presi-
dent to veto things that we do not 
want the President to be able to veto, 
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such as a middle-class tax cut, for ex-
ample, if we were to pass something 
like that. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLUTE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I have a lot of respect for 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, as 
he knows. My understanding is that 
this language, for example, would not 
give the President of the United States 
the authority to veto out one of the tax 
provisions that we have, for example, 
that would give a special tax credit for 
drug companies doing business in Puer-
to Rico. This tax benefit gives 24 com-
panies $2.6 billion in tax credits. 

I ask the gentleman, don’t you think 
that the President of the United States 
should have that ability to get rid of 
that type of tax loophole? 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, if I get 
the question from my good friend cor-
rectly, he mentioned 26 companies? 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. That is 
correct. There are 26 companies that 
get $2.6 billion. There are 338 compa-
nies that benefit overall, but 26 of 
those companies get the lion’s share, 
$2.6 billion. 

Mr. BLUTE. Well, if it related to spe-
cifically 26 companies, then the Presi-
dent would be able to veto that par-
ticular benefit. It it goes beyond 100, 
then he would not. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. And this 
provision does go beyond 100. It goes to 
338 companies, but again the lion’s 
share goes to that 26 companies. 

Mr. BLUTE. I would simply respond 
that we wanted to narrow the scope of 
this capability of the President’s, to 
limit it and to target it at the most 
egregious examples of tax pork. I think 
we have done that. We adopted a Demo-
crat amendment. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN]. 

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in strong support of H.R. 2— 
the Presidential line-item veto. 

Last week this Chamber passed a 
constitutional amendment to require a 
balanced budget in 7 years. The line- 
item veto is perhaps the best single 
tool to help us achieve this goal. I 
would hope that every Member who 
voted for the balanced budget amend-
ment would support the line-item veto 
as the next logical step toward elimi-
nating the deficit and balancing the 
budget. 

Today, 43 Governors possess the 
power of the line-item veto. Many 
times just having this power does a 
great deal to discourage legislative 
add-ons and wasteful spending. 

This issue is not a question of par-
tisan politics or political gamesman-
ship. We Republicans are giving this 
power to the President, currently a 
Democrat. This is one of the best tools 
available to cut wasteful spending. 

Some have argued that the line-item 
veto grants too much power to the Ex-

ecutive and that it represents a dan-
gerous move toward centralization of 
our Federal Government, which the 
framers of the Constitution opposed. 
We must remember that the line-item 
veto is a way to reduce the size of Gov-
ernment. The line-item veto is simply 
a modern adaptation of the original 
Presidential veto which can be over- 
ridden by a two-thirds vote of the Con-
gress. 

If we are serious in our desire to 
downsize Government; if we are serious 
in our desire to see a balanced Federal 
budget; if we are serious in our desire 
to be fiscally responsible, then the 
time has come to stand up and be 
counted on this proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, what is good for 43 of 
50 Governors is certainly good enough 
for the President of these United 
States. I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to support H.R. 2, and 
give the President the ultimate weapon 
needed to reduce the defict—the line- 
item veto. 

b 1340 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire how much time is left on each 
side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GOSS] has 6 minutes 
remaining, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. BLUTE] has 51⁄2 minutes 
remaining, and the time of the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] has 
expired. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I will close with a few 
brief comments. 

We have had in this general debate 
process a preview of some of the pro-
posed amendments that we may be 
talking about, and they really under-
score what the debate is. We have got 
a debate on a major policy issue of 
whether we want a real line-item veto 
with a two-thirds vote required to 
overturn the President’s decision, or 
whether we want to stick to the simple 
majority rule of approval that we have 
had here under various titles and labels 
over the years, which is not really a 
line-item veto. 

It is a very good debate, and it is one 
that has already started, and I hope it 
ends up with the toughest version, but 
I respect very much those proponents 
of the other way. 

My view on the other way is it clear-
ly has not worked; otherwise we would 
not be looking at couple-hundred-bil-
lion-dollar deficits every year, we 
would not be looking at a $4.5 trillion 
national debt, which is growing and 
predicted to grow over $6 trillion de-
spite our current President’s best ef-
forts. 

It seems to me is we have to say, ‘‘We 
surrender. it does not work. We need a 
better system, better machinery, and 
better tools.’’ And that is what this 
process is about. 

There is a concern that this is some-
how going to get out of control. We 
have built in, as a result of the delib-

erative process through the commit-
tees, some oversight monitoring with 
GAO. It is a good provision. We have 
gone into streamlining the time for re-
view by the various bodies, the execu-
tive and the legislative bodies, so that 
we move this thing more quickly and 
do not interfere with the normal flow 
of Government business, but we have 
check and balance points that come 
more quickly. 

We created a new process to guar-
antee every Member of this institution 
the right to get an objection to what 
the President does to the floor of the 
House for not one vote, not two votes, 
but in some cases three votes, depend-
ing on which procedure is used. 

We have picked the toughest way to 
go, because this is the toughest prob-
lem we have in our country right now. 
There has been some talk about if we 
do this we will never be able to change 
it. Well, I hope we are not going to be 
able to change it, because it is the 
medicine this country needs. I do not 
want to change it. 

But I would point out I think most 
people will understand these types of 
measures in fact can be checked or 
withdrawn by actions taken on inde-
pendent appropriations bills only must 
pass legislation that exempts certain 
provisions that would override some of 
the concerns I have expressed here 
today. I hope that does not happen, be-
cause I think that would be weakening, 
but there is always a back door, it 
seems, in Washington. 

I think there is a real benefit to 
bringing the President into the loop. It 
is not just the benefit of accountability 
and making the President, if he 
catches a bit of mischief coming out of 
Congress, being complicit in it. He has 
the opportunity and responsibility to 
erase it. And this gives the American 
voters one more shot at accountability 
when the November elections come. Of 
course, it is the November elections 
that really are the core of democracy. 

But beyond that, that extra account-
ability for the President, we have 
something that I think is very bene-
ficial that has been alluded to by sev-
eral of our speakers, and that is the 
interaction between the legislative and 
the executive branches in the process 
of developing the budget for our coun-
try as we go through the year. 

I think that is a process that clearly 
is going to yield a better product than 
we have had so far, less surprises, both 
happy and unhappy, more predictable 
results, more efficient use of tax dol-
lars, more on-time targeting of the way 
we spend our money. And I think we all 
come out ahead if we do this. 

We do not present this legislation 
lightly. This has been well thought 
out. It has been through the mill, 
through the cooperative committee 
process, and I am very pleased to be as-
sociated with this legislation and look 
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forward to the opportunities for 
amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, now is the time to 
give the President of the United States 
the line-item veto authority. This issue 
has been kicking around up her on Cap-
itol Hill for decades, and has been dis-
cussed and chewed over, committees 
have heard testimony, and still we 
have not done what needs to be done 
and give the President this needed tool. 

We already have an example of it 
working in our system of government. 
It has been field-tested in the 43 States 
that now have a line-item veto for 
their Governors. We have heard testi-
mony in the committees from liberals 
and conservatives, from Republicans 
and Democrats, that the line-item veto 
works as a tool to keep the budget in 
line. There can be no doubt about that, 
and it is time that the President had a 
similar tool. 

Beyond that, Mr. Chairman, I think 
it needs to be pointed out that in the 
last Presidential campaign, both the 
Republican candidate, the Democratic 
candidate, and the independent can-
didate all supported giving the Presi-
dent a line-item veto authority. It was 
as close to a consensus issue as there 
was in that campaign. The American 
people support it by the polls. I believe 
it is time we did what the American 
people want and give the President this 
very important tool. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
NEUMANN], one of the original sponsors 
of the line-item veto bill. 

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve this particular bill is important 
for a whole variety of reasons. First 
off, I will tell you when I campaigned 
last fall, I was concerned as to whether 
or not we would be able to actually 
keep the promises in the contract. This 
is important, because it is another one 
of those steps to keep the promises we 
made last fall during the campaigns. 

More important than that, our Na-
tion right now today is $3.8 trillion in 
debt. If every man, woman, and child in 
the whole country were to take out 
their checkbook and just pay off their 
share of the national debt, they would 
need to pay $18,500. For my family of 5, 
the Federal Government has borrowed 
$92,500. Just think about this. Over the 
last 15 years, this Government has bor-
rowed $92,500 on behalf of my family of 
five. To just pay the interest on the na-
tional debt, my family must write out 
checks or pay taxes, if you like, of over 
$6,000 a year. The people in my district 
back in southeastern Wisconsin have 
average incomes of $32,000 a year, and 
yet they must write out checks just to 
pay the interest on the national debt of 
over $6,000 a year. 

I strongly support this line-item veto 
and was one of the original sponsors, 
because I think it is one of two pieces 
of legislation that will stop this situa-
tion. 

In Wisconsin, Governor Tommy 
Thompson has successfully used the 
line-item veto to hold down spending, 
to balance budgets without raising 
taxes on the Wisconsin people, and I 
believe we should be using those Wis-
consin ideas here in Washington, DC. 

The other reason I strongly support 
the line-item veto is because it is a bi-
partisan effort and it is very encour-
aging to me to come out here, being 
outside the world of politics, and be in-
volved in a bill that has bipartisan sup-
port, where both sides of the aisle are 
working together to get it through. It 
is very, very important if we are going 
to reduce the Federal spending that we 
get this piece of legislation through. 

I do not think this is the end-all. I 
think there are many, many more 
steps that are necessary to actually 
balance the Federal budget. But this is 
certainly a very important first step as 
we move forward on completing the 
items in the contract that we have 
pledged to the people last fall. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in strong support of the line-item veto legisla-
tion. As a longtime author of a constitutional 
amendment to give the President line-item 
veto power I am pleased to take part in this 
important debate today. 

As long as Congress continued to send the 
President jam-packed all-encompassing 
spending bills, the President often had to 
choose between signing unnecessary spend-
ing into law on one hand and shutting down 
the Federal Government on the other. Or, 
signing a bill that was 70 percent necessary, 
30 percent unnecessary. A General Account-
ing Office [GAO] report estimated that if the 
President had line-item veto authority from 
1984 through 1989, the savings would have 
ranged anywhere from $7 to $17 billion per 
year. 

With the national debt skyrocketing toward 
$5 trillion and 1995 interest payments on the 
national debt totaling $339 billion, runaway 
spending must be stopped. The Federal deficit 
alone stands at $176 billion this year. To bal-
ance the Federal budget, every man, woman, 
and child in the United States would have to 
pay an additional $700 dollars in taxes this 
year. A Presidential line-item veto is the first 
step toward fiscal responsibility that will save 
taxpayers billions of dollars. This, coupled with 
the recently passed balanced budget amend-
ment are important fiscal tools necessary to 
get our house in order. I urge support of this 
important legislation. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2, the Line-Item Veto 
Act. As an original cosponsor of this bill, I be-
lieve it is long overdue. 

In fact, this is a historic occasion. This is the 
first time that freestanding line-item veto legis-
lation has been allowed to come to the floor 
of the House. For years, the Democratic Con-
gress refused to allow an honest vote on line- 
item veto legislation, despite the request of 
Presidents Reagan, Bush, and Clinton. Finally, 
under Republicans leadership, Congress will 
move to take this necessary and important ac-
tion. 

For years, Americans have been outraged 
by the provisions snuck into much larger bills 
by individual Members of Congress. With ap-
propriations bills routinely running into the 

hundreds of billions of dollars, many Members 
of Congress grew quite adept in adding their 
pet provisions. Because the President’s cur-
rent veto authority is limited to an up-or-down 
decision on a bill, Presidents have been 
forced to sign bills containing Members’ pet 
projects. 

Here are few examples: In the fiscal year 
1994 Agriculture appropriations bill, Congress 
added $221,000 for blueberry research at the 
University of Maine and $140,000 for swine 
research at the University of Minnesota. The 
Commerce/Justice/State bill contained 
$683,000 for fish laboratory repair in South 
Carolina and $400,000 to deal with the algal 
bloom crisis in Maui. The Energy and Water 
bill contained $50 million for one road project 
in West Virginia and $4 million for a program 
at Florida A&M University. The Treasury/Post-
al bill included $120 million for a courthouse in 
Phoenix and $96 million for a courthouse in 
Oregon. All of these items were cited by the 
Citizens Against Government Waste because 
they were either only requested by one Cham-
ber of Congress, not specifically authorized, 
not competitively awarded, greatly increased 
in funding over the prior year, mainly of local 
interest, or not requested by the President. 

Current rescission authority under the 1974 
Impoundment Control Act hasn’t worked. Last 
year, Congress made several sputtering at-
tempts to enhance rescission authority. Given 
the extreme reluctance of Congress to take up 
actual rescissions, one wonders if the zeal for 
enhanced rescission in the past wasn’t more 
directed toward keeping the line-item veto off 
the agenda than to truly improving the system. 

H.R. 2 gives the President a permanent leg-
islative line-item veto. With this authority, the 
President may strike or reduce any discre-
tionary budget authority or eliminate any tar-
geted tax provision in any bill. The President 
must prepare a separate rescissions list for 
each bill and submit his proposal to Congress 
within 10 days after signing the original bill. 

The key to why line-item veto authority is 
better than enhanced rescission is in what 
comes next. Under line-item veto, the Presi-
dent’s proposed rescissions are approved un-
less Congress passes a disapproval bill within 
20 days after receiving them. Enhanced re-
scission legislation, on the other hand, dis-
approves the recommendations unless Con-
gress acts. With line-item veto, the upper hand 
goes to the cutting side, where with enhanced 
rescission, the advantage goes to the spend-
ing side. 

H.R. 2 sets out clear procedures for dealing 
with a line-item veto. The list sent by the 
President is unamendable. There are expe-
dited procedures to bring a line-item list to the 
floor of the House and limits on debate time 
in the Senate. 

The line-item veto will not solve our budget 
crisis. It will, however, do something equally 
important—help to restore the confidence of 
the American people in their government. It is 
time to give the President the same authority 
that 43 of the 50 Governors have. It is time for 
Congress to enact the line-item veto. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, for years I 
have supported a straightforward way to help 
solve Congress’ lack of spending restraint: the 
line-item veto. Today, the House begins con-
sideration of H.R. 2, a bill introduced as part 
of the Republican Contract With America, 
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which would provide the President with a per-
manent legislative line-item veto. Line-Item 
veto authority would permit a President to 
strike specific, wasteful spending projects from 
appropriations bills as soon as they reach his 
desk. The funding for any rescinded items 
would be canceled unless both the House and 
Senate could muster a vote of two-thirds to 
override the line-item veto. 

In the past, the rescission procedure has 
proven to be too cumbersome. The burden 
has always been on the President to obtain 
congressional approval during a fixed period 
of time; Congress need do nothing to defeat a 
President’s proposal. H.R. 2 would reverse 
this burden: Presidential proposals would be-
come law unless Congress takes action to 
stop them. 

With the line-item veto, Presidents can 
weed out wasteful pork-barrel spending or tax 
benefits that are tucked away in otherwise 
good bills. While some argue that line-item 
veto authority will have little effect on bringing 
the Federal budget under control, I submit that 
if we can’t cut wasteful spending we will have 
little chance to make the tough decisions 
needed to balance the budget. 

Author Brian Kelly, in his excellent book 
‘‘Adventures in Porkland,’’ described how 
pork-barrel projects—while not amounting in 
themselves enough to balance the budget— 
are the ‘‘grease’’ that lubricates the entire 
spending machine in Congress. He estimates 
that pork greases more than $100 billion an-
nually. Members of Congress are often afraid 
to take on any spending programs for fear that 
a project funded in their district might be jeop-
ardized. Thus, a few million dollars spent in 
Congressman X’s district might keep him or 
her from cutting billions of dollars in other pro-
grams that they otherwise would oppose. This 
is where the line-item veto could really make 
a difference—it could change the culture of 
spending in Congress for good. 

There are numerous examples of how the 
line-item veto would have remedied wasteful 
legislation. One of the best examples is the 
1994 emergency spending bill intended for 
California’s earthquake victims. In reviewing 
that bill, I discovered the following items, 
among others: $10 million for planning and de-
velopment of a train station and commercial 
center in New York; $1 million for Hawaiian 
sugar cane mills; and, $1.5 million to dry dock 
and repair the Savannah, the world’s first nu-
clear powered commercial ship, among others. 
Because the majority did not allow amend-
ments to strike this pork from the bill, the 
President was faced with signing the bill in its 
entirety, with all of the pork included, or with 
vetoing the entire bill leaving California’s 
earthquake victims without assistance. 

Mr. Chairman, this floor debate on H.R. 2 
this week follows on the heels of House pas-
sage of a balanced budget constitutional 
amendment. I urge my colleagues to support 
this long-overdue reform. A line-item veto will 
not, by itself, balance the Federal budget. It 
will, however, be another effective weapon in 
the fight to reduce the Federal deficit. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. Pursuant to the 
rule, the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute as printed in House Report 
104–15 is considered as an original bill 
for the purpose of amendment and is 
considered as read. 

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order by 
House Resolution 55 as an original bill 
for the purpose of amendment under 
the 5-minute rule is as follows: 

H.R. 2 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Line Item 
Veto Act’’. 
SEC. 2. LINE ITEM VETO AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the pro-
visions of part B of title X of The Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this 
section, the President may rescind all or 
part of any discretionary budget authority 
or veto any targeted tax benefit which is 
subject to the terms of this Act if the Presi-
dent— 

(1) determines that— 
(A) such rescission or veto would help re-

duce the Federal budget deficit; 
(B) such rescission or veto will not impair 

any essential Government functions; and 
(C) such rescission or veto will not harm 

the national interest; and 
(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission 

or veto by a special message not later than 
ten calendar days (not including Sundays) 
after the date of enactment of an appropria-
tion Act providing such budget authority or 
a revenue or reconciliation Act containing a 
targeted tax benefit. 

(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.—In each special 
message, the President may also propose to 
reduce the appropriate discretionary spend-
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by an 
amount that does not exceed the total 
amount of discretionary budget authority re-
scinded by that message. 

(c) SEPARATE MESSAGES.—The President 
shall submit a separate special message for 
each appropriation Act and for each revenue 
or reconciliation Act under this section. 
SEC. 3. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS DIS-

APPROVED. 
(a)(1) Any amount of budget authority re-

scinded under this Act as set forth in a spe-
cial message by the President shall be 
deemed canceled unless, during the period 
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill making available all 
of the amount rescinded is enacted into law. 

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under this 
Act as set forth in a special message by the 
President shall be deemed repealed unless, 
during the period described in subsection (b), 
a rescission/receipts disapproval bill restor-
ing that provision is enacted into law. 

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a) 
is— 

(1) a congressional review period of twenty 
calendar days of session, beginning on the 
first calendar day of session after the date of 
submission of the special message, during 
which Congress must complete action on the 
rescission/receipts disapproval bill and 
present such bill to the President for ap-
proval or disapproval; 

(2) after the period provided in paragraph 
(1), an additional ten days (not including 
Sundays) during which the President may 
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re-
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and 

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro-
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal-
endar days of session after the date of the 
veto. 

(c) If a special message is transmitted by 
the President under this Act and the last ses-
sion of the Congress adjourns sine die before 

the expiration of the period described in sub-
section (b), the rescission or veto, as the case 
may be, shall not take effect. The message 
shall be deemed to have been retransmitted 
on the first Monday in February of the suc-
ceeding Congress and the review period re-
ferred to in subsection (b) (with respect to 
such message) shall run beginning after such 
first day. 

SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) The term ‘‘rescission/receipts dis-

approval bill’’ means a bill or joint resolu-
tion which only disapproves, in whole, rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
only disapproves vetoes of targeted tax bene-
fits in a special message transmitted by the 
President under this Act and— 

(A) which does not have a preamble; 
(B)(i) in the case of a special message re-

garding rescissions, the matter after the en-
acting clause of which is as follows: ‘‘That 
Congress disapproves each rescission of dis-
cretionary budget authority of the President 
as submitted by the President in a special 
message on llll’’, the blank space being 
filled in with the appropriate date and the 
public law to which the message relates; and 

(ii) in the case of a special message regard-
ing vetoes of targeted tax benefits, the mat-
ter after the enacting clause of which is as 
follows: ‘‘That Congress disapproves each 
veto of targeted tax benefits of the President 
as submitted by the President in a special 
message on llll’’, the blank space being 
filled in with the appropriate date and the 
public law to which the message relates; and 

(C) the title of which is as follows: ‘‘A bill 
disapproving the recommendations sub-
mitted by the President on llll’’, the 
blank space being filled in with the date of 
submission of the relevant special message 
and the public law to which the message re-
lates. 

(2) The term ‘‘calendar days of session’’ 
shall mean only those days on which both 
Houses of Congress are in session. 

(3) The term ‘‘targeted tax benefit’’ means 
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation 
Act determined by the President to provide a 
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion, 
preference, or other concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited 
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any 
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent 
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as 
a single beneficiary regardless of the number 
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries, 
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities. 

(4) The term ‘‘appropriation Act’’ means 
any general or special appropriation Act, and 
any Act or joint resolution making supple-
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria-
tions. 

SEC. 5. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 
LINE ITEM VETOES. 

(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.— 
Whenever the President rescinds any budget 
authority as provided in this Act or vetoes 
any provision of law as provided in this Act, 
the President shall transmit to both Houses 
of Congress a special message specifying— 

(1) the amount of budget authority re-
scinded or the provision vetoed; 

(2) any account, department, or establish-
ment of the Government to which such budg-
et authority is available for obligation, and 
the specific project or governmental func-
tions involved; 

(3) the reasons and justifications for the 
determination to rescind budget authority or 
veto any provision pursuant to this Act; 

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the 
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary 
effect of the rescission or veto; and 
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(5) all actions, circumstances, and consid-

erations relating to or bearing upon the re-
scission or veto and the decision to effect the 
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the 
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and 
programs for which the budget authority is 
provided. 

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE 
AND SENATE.— 

(1) Each special message transmitted under 
this Act shall be transmitted to the House of 
Representatives and the Senate on the same 
day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives if the House is 
not in session, and to the Secretary of the 
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each 
special message so transmitted shall be re-
ferred to the appropriate committees of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 
Each such message shall be printed as a doc-
ument of each House. 

(2) Any special message transmitted under 
this Act shall be printed in the first issue of 
the Federal Register published after such 
transmittal. 

(c) INTRODUCTION OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS 
DISAPPROVAL BILLS.—The procedures set 
forth in subsection (d) shall apply to any re-
scission/receipts disapproval bill introduced 
in the House of Representatives not later 
than the third calendar day of session begin-
ning on the day after the date of submission 
of a special message by the President under 
section 2. 

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.—(1) The committee of the 
House of Representatives to which a rescis-
sion/receipts disapproval bill is referred shall 
report it without amendment, and with or 
without recommendation, not later than the 
eighth calendar day of session after the date 
of its introduction. If the committee fails to 
report the bill within that period, it is in 
order to move that the House discharge the 
committee from further consideration of the 
bill. A motion to discharge may be made 
only by an individual favoring the bill (but 
only after the legislative day on which a 
Member announces to the House the Mem-
ber’s intention to do so). The motion is high-
ly privileged. Debate thereon shall be lim-
ited to not more than one hour, the time to 
be divided in the House equally between a 
proponent and an opponent. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the motion to its adoption without inter-
vening motion. A motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to shall not be in order. 

(2) After a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill is reported or the committee has been 
discharged from further consideration, it is 
in order to move that the House resolve into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for consideration of the 
bill. All points of order against the bill and 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
The motion is highly privileged. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on that motion to its adoption without in-
tervening motion. A motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion is agreed to or 
disagreed to shall not be in order. During 
consideration of the bill in the Committee of 
the Whole, the first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. General debate shall pro-
ceed without intervening motion, shall be 
confined to the bill, and shall not exceed two 
hours equally divided and controlled by a 
proponent and an opponent of the bill. After 
general debate the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill to final passage without intervening 
motion. A motion to reconsider the vote on 
passage of the bill shall not be in order. 

(3) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 

House of Representatives to the procedure 
relating to a bill described in subsection (a) 
shall be decided without debate. 

(4) It shall not be in order to consider more 
than one bill described in subsection (c) or 
more than one motion to discharge described 
in paragraph (1) with respect to a particular 
special message. 

(5) Consideration of any rescission/receipts 
disapproval bill under this subsection is gov-
erned by the rules of the House of Represent-
atives except to the extent specifically pro-
vided by the provisions of this Act. 

(e) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.— 
(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill 

received in the Senate from the House shall 
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the 
provisions of this Act. 

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection therewith, 
shall be limited to not more than ten hours. 
The time shall be equally divided between, 
and controlled by, the majority leader and 
the minority leader or their designees. 

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable 
motions or appeal in connection with such 
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal-
ly divided between, and controlled by the 
mover and the manager of the bill, except 
that in the event the manager of the bill is 
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the 
time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or his des-
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the pas-
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any de-
batable motion or appeal. 

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not 
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a 
motion to recommit with instructions to re-
port back within a specified number of days 
not to exceed one, not counting any day on 
which the Senate is not in session) is not in 
order. 

(f) POINTS OF ORDER.— 
(1) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 

consider any rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill that relates to any matter other than 
the rescission of budget authority or veto of 
the provision of law transmitted by the 
President under this Act. 

(2) It shall not be in order in the Senate to 
consider any amendment to a rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill. 

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or 
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of 
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and 
sworn. 
SEC. 6. REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING 

OFFICE. 
Beginning on January 6, 1996, and at one- 

year intervals thereafter, the Comptroller 
General shall submit a report to each House 
of Congress which provides the following in-
formation: 

(1) A list of each proposed Presidential re-
scission of discretionary budget authority 
and veto of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 
ending during the preceding calendar year, 
together with their dollar value, and an indi-
cation of whether each rescission of discre-
tionary budget authority or veto of a tar-
geted tax benefit was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(2) The total number of proposed Presi-
dential rescissions of discretionary budget 
authority and vetoes of a targeted tax ben-
efit submitted through special messages for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their total dol-
lar value. 

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or 
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted 
through special messages for the fiscal year 

ending during the preceding calendar year 
and approved by Congress, together with 
their total dollar value. 

(4) A list of rescissions of discretionary 
budget authority initiated by Congress for 
the fiscal year ending during the preceding 
calendar year, together with their dollar 
value, and an indication of whether each 
such rescission was accepted or rejected by 
Congress. 

(5) The total number of rescissions of dis-
cretionary budget authority initiated and 
accepted by Congress for the fiscal year end-
ing during the preceding calendar year, to-
gether with their total dollar value. 

(6) A summary of the information provided 
by paragraphs (2), (3) and (5) for each of the 
ten fiscal years ending before the fiscal year 
during this calendar year. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that has been print-
ed in the designated place in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

b 1350 

Those amendments shall be consid-
ered as read. 

Are there any amendments to the 
bill? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLUTE 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BLUTE: 
In section 2(c), strike ‘‘paragraph’’ and in-

sert ‘‘section.’’ 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
technical amendment called to our at-
tention this morning by the Office of 
Legislative Counsel. It is due to a 
drafting error in that office. 

It simply makes clear that the spe-
cial message being referred to is the 
one described in section 2 as opposed to 
a nonexistent paragraph. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, we have no objection 
to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
BLUTE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLINGER 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CLINGER: In sec-

tion 2(a), strike ‘‘discretionary budget au-
thority’’ and insert ‘‘the dollar amount of 
any discretionary budget authority specified 
in an appropriation Act or conference report 
or joint explanatory statement accom-
panying a conference report on the Act,’’. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, the 
statutory line-item veto proposed in 
H.R. 2 is broader and stronger, as we 
have heard in general debate, than a 
constitutional amendment. It fulfills 
the President’s request that we give 
him the strongest possible bill, which 
is what we are attempting to do. 

Unlike a constitutional amendment, 
which simply permits the President to 
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line out spending items from appro-
priations acts, H.R. 2 permits the 
President to reduce or eliminate spend-
ing from bills and accompanying bill 
reports. 

In addition, H.R. 2 permits the Presi-
dent to veto targeted tax benefits for 
100 or fewer. 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
clarify an area of potential misunder-
standing in H.R. 2. Our bill is intended 
to permit the President to eliminate or 
rescind congressional earmarks for 
wasteful spending. 

We all know that these earmarks can 
occasionally be found in bills but are 
more often hidden in report language 
to accompany those bills. 

I think probably all of us have been 
sort of victimized by finding things 
that we were not aware of at the time. 
My amendment simply clarifies the un-
derstanding of our committee, I think, 
that the President may look to both 
bills and accompanying reports or 
manager statements in specifying re-
scissions proposals. In addition, my 
amendment makes clear that the 
President may not look to OMB or 
agency justifications or other types of 
documents to rescind funds for pro-
grams not specified by Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will 
relieve the concerns expressed, I think, 
legitimately expressed by some, that 
the President might, for example, re-
taliate against a particular judicial 
circuit, and that, I know, has been 
raised by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. KANJORSKI], by going be-
yond bill or report language to zero out 
funding for that circuit. As was dis-
cussed in my committee, that was not 
the intent and never was the intent of 
H.R. 2. This amendment simply spells 
out in statutory language that under-
standing. 

In addition, my amendment ad-
dressed the concerns of some Members 
that the President might attempt to 
strike statutory language he finds ob-
jectionable in an appropriations bill. 

While I have been assured by both 
legislative counsel and CRS that H.R. 2 
does not permit such action, my 
amendment reaffirms that limitation 
by specifying that the President may 
only rescind dollar amounts, not bill 
language. 

I think this confusion arises from the 
fact that in some States the Governor 
does have the power to actually effect 
statutory language. It was never our 
intent to give the President that addi-
tional authority, which would really 
enable him to effect policy and change 
or undercut congressional actions by 
changing statutory language. 

This will just merely make it very, 
very clear that all we are talking about 
is dollar amounts. 

I would urge the amendment’s adop-
tion. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do so for the purpose 
of asking the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania a question regarding his amend-

ment. I know that the language of the 
amendment is identical to language al-
ready in the committee report that 
purports to describe the bill as re-
ported. 

On page 12 of the committee report 
on H.R. 2, it is stated, and I quote, 

we decided on enhanced rescission for sev-
eral reasons. It permits Congress to continue 
appropriating with lump sums. After a Presi-
dent signs an appropriations bill, he may 
propose for reduction or elimination any dol-
lar amount specifically identified in a bill or 
committee report or joint explanatory state-
ment accompanying a conference report on 
that act. 

Should we conclude then that the de-
scription of the President’s line-item 
veto authority which I read refers to 
the language in the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. CLINGER’s amend-
ment rather than the language of the 
bill as reported? 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of the amendment, I am sorry, 
I did not her the entire statement, but 
the purpose, I want to reemphasize, is 
to make it very clear that it was our 
intent that the President not be able to 
look beyond statutory or report lan-
guage. That is the absolute limit as to 
what he is able to look at or impact. 
There had been some suggestions that 
this was kind of an open sesame, that 
we were going to allow the President 
sort of to roam through all kinds of ex-
traneous documents and extraneous 
material to affect the report. We are 
going to make it very clear that this is 
a severely limited power and that it is 
limited to appropriations bills, statu-
tory bills, and committee reports. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Let me ask 
then what might be an accurate de-
scription of the bill as reported? I un-
derstand that the original draft of the 
committee report, which was distrib-
uted to each member in our markup, 
was actually written by the Congres-
sional Research Service of the Library 
of Congress and the CRS experts on 
these matters described the authority 
this bill gave the President quite dif-
ferently than the way it is described in 
the version of the report which I read. 

Let me quote from the original draft 
report which the Congressional Re-
search Service prepared. It said, 
‘‘moreover, after a President signs an 
appropriations bill, he may go as deep 
as he likes within an appropriations ac-
count to propose specific rescissions.’’ 

Clearly, this describes the President 
as having unlimited authority to reach 
within a particular appropriation 
passed by the Congress and to cut 
spending for specific projects and pro-
grams such as administrative expenses 
for a Federal court that may have rules 
against a President on an important 
matter. 

The question then is does the gen-
tleman agree with the CRS assessment 
that the President’s line-item veto au-
thority under H.R. 2, as reported, is in 

fact unlimited, that a President may 
go as deep as he likes within an appro-
priations account to cut specific 
projects? 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentlewoman will continue to yield, he 
may within the appropriations bill. 
The purpose of this is to say that he 
cannot go outside of these specifically 
enumerated sources to do that. It 
would allow, yes, deepening. CRS was 
cooperating with us in that language. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. If the lan-
guage in H.R. 2 concerning the Presi-
dent’s line-item veto authority did not 
change, the question is, why was this 
section of the report changed from the 
original CRS draft in which the Presi-
dent is identified as having unlimited 
authority to the version in the filed re-
port which identifies limitations on the 
President’s authority. There seems to 
be considerable confusion on the part 
of the proponents as to just how broad 
the President’s authority in this bill 
actually is. 

The description of the President’s au-
thority in the filed committee report is 
clearly not accurate. I believe this is a 
good example of why the majority 
should not be racing through the legis-
lative process to bring complicated 
matters like the line-item veto act to 
the floor of the House. We should first 
make sure we fully understand what 
these proposals do. 

The gentleman’s amendment also 
makes dollar amounts in committee 
reports subject to the Presidential re-
scission. Why does the amendment 
refer to committee reports? Is it in-
tended to give the President a basis for 
describing the budgetary authority he 
is rescinding? Is it not the result that 
the President is being constrained by 
Congress through something short of 
public law, and is that not an action 
that would run counter to the Supreme 
Court’s decision in INS versus Chadha? 

It appears that this would be using 
the committee report to alter, and I 
quote, ‘‘the legal rights, duties and re-
lations of persons outside the legisla-
tive branch.’’ 

What then is the practical effect of 
this amendment and does not the 
amendment merely provide the appear-
ance of definiteness and specificity? 

b 1400 

Mr. CLINGER. If the gentlewoman 
will yield, the amendment’s point, I 
think, is to try to make clear the limi-
tations that we are imposing with this 
amendment. 

I think that the gentlewoman is 
right, there has been some confusion 
about this. We have been trying to say, 
Look, we are trying to limit this to 
dollar amounts, and we are limiting to 
dollar amounts in committee reports 
as well. 

The suggestion that somehow we are 
going to be affecting policy decisions 
made in committee reports or changing 
the emphasis is just not right. The 
whole point of this is to make it very 
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clear that this is a limited authority 
we are giving, that we are not allowing 
a broad-ranging, free-wheeling Presi-
dent to go around changing all kinds of 
things, so it is a limited thing. 

Obviously, the gentlewoman does not 
think that it is specific enough, but I 
think from my vantage point it does 
make it much clearer what we are try-
ing to accomplish. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. PELOSI 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. PELOSI: Section 
2 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

(d) LIMITATION.—No special message sub-
mitted by the President under this section 
may change any prohibition or limitation of 
discretionary budget authority set forth in 
any appropriation Act. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment which states that no 
special message submitted by the 
President under this section may 
change any prohibition or limitation of 
discretionary budget authority set 
forth in any appropriation act. 

That is what the amendment says. 
Mr. Chairman, I propose this amend-

ment as one who rises in opposition to 
the line-item veto legislation. I oppose 
the legislation strenuously because I 
think that it does damage to the bal-
ance of power and separations of power 
set forth by our forefathers in the Con-
stitution. 

In fact, I believe that in order for us 
to truly have a line-item veto as is con-
tained in this legislation, that it 
should require a constitutional amend-
ment and change in our Constitution, 
so disruptive do I believe it to be of the 
balance of power. 

Others have referenced in the pre-
vious amendment, in fact, and then I 
know my colleague, the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN], will have 
one addressing the judiciary, but it 
would enable a President to even be 
able to affect not only the actions of 
Congress, but also affect the activities 
of the judicial branch, the third branch 
of Government, so it is from that per-
spective, the perspective that says that 
our forefathers did not want the execu-
tive branch to have this much author-
ity. 

Indeed, the Presidency of the United 
States is a very strong position, but 
our forefathers did not want a king. 
Hence, they wrote a Constitution 
which gave the executive branch pow-
ers which were appropriate to a system 
where we had a balance of power, and 
not a monarchy. 

Again, I say, Mr. Chairman, it is 
from that perspective that I offer this 
amendment, not in support of the legis-

lation that is on the floor, but in clari-
fication and mitigation of the powers 
that this legislation gives to the Presi-
dent of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, frequently in legis-
lating appropriation bills Congress re-
tains power to prohibit spending 
through clauses such as ‘‘no such funds 
appropriated under the act may be used 
for,’’ and then the list,; for example, 
years ago that was how funds were 
withheld from funding the Vietnam 
war; or to limit spending through such 
provisions as ‘‘no more than x number 
of dollars shall be used for,’’ and then 
you fill in the blank for what that limi-
tation may be. 

So the purposes of the amendment, 
Mr. Chairman, is to clarify that under 
this legislation the President does not 
have the authority to use the line item 
veto to strike congressional prohibi-
tions or limitations on spending in any 
appropriations bill. 

While I believe this language is con-
sistent with what was reported from 
the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight, I believe that this 
amendment is necessary to make it 
very clear that this is the congres-
sional intent. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to engage the chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, [Mr. CLINGER], in a colloquy. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield to me? 

Ms. PELOSI. I am pleased to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, the 
chairman of the Committee. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the gentlewoman’s amendment. I 
think it makes a valuable addition to 
the bill. It makes it very crystal clear 
that this authority that we are giving 
to the President is very limited in 
what he can do. It is limited to dollar 
amounts. I think it is a very construc-
tive and helpful amendment. 

Ms. PELOSI. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr.Chairman, that would say, then, 
that the understanding of this legisla-
tion of the chairman of the committee, 
with the passage of this amendment, is 
that the President does not have the 
power to remove prohibitions or limi-
tations on funds? 

Mr. CLINGER. If the gentlewoman 
will continue to yield, that is right, 
has no power to change authorizing 
language in any respect whatsoever. I 
think that is the intent of the gentle-
woman’s amendment. That is what it 
does. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentlewoman yield? 
Ms. PELOSI. I am pleased to yield to 

the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentlewoman. I certainly 
concur with the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. CLINGER]. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to tell the 
gentlewoman she was making great 
progress on this issue until she men-
tioned Vietnam. We will let that go by 

and just say that we prefer that if we 
accept her amendment, that she be in 
favor of the bill. However, nevertheless 
it is redundant, but it does speak to 
the clear intent of the bill, and we 
would certainly have no objection to it, 
either. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, I think this is an exam-
ple of where, as the gentleman is a sup-
porter of the bill and I am an opponent 
of the bill, that I am seeking to miti-
gate the impact of the legislation, and 
I am pleased that it is acceptable to 
the majority side. 

I thank the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] and the chairman 
of the committee, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], for their 
support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MORAN 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
amendment No. 1. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MORAN: At the 
end of section 2, add the following new sub-
section: 

(d) LIMITATION ON APPLICATION.—This Act 
shall not apply to any discretionary budget 
authority for the judicial branch of the Gov-
ernment. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of this amendment is simple. It 
exempts the judicial branch from the 
provisions of this bill. It is not meant 
to gut the intent of this bill in any 
way, and certainly is not any kind of 
dilatory tactic. In fact, I trust that 
there are as many constitutional schol-
ars on the Republican side of the aisle 
as the Democratic side of the aisle, so 
I would assume this would be a bipar-
tisan amendment. 

Imagine, Mr. Chairman, this sce-
nario: a new President comes to office, 
promising an activist agenda. In his 
first 100 days he offers sweeping new 
initiatives that create new Govern-
ment programs, impose new regula-
tions on different sectors of the econ-
omy, and greatly revolutionizes the 
current system of Government, but 
this President’s new ideas run up 
against a very resistant judiciary. 

The Supreme Court does not agree 
with what he wants to do, so one provi-
sion after another of this New Deal of 
legislation is overturned and declared 
unconstitutional. The President be-
comes frustrated, and tries to bend the 
will of the courts. The courts resist, 
and become even more intransigent. 
The President tries to pack the court 
with people that agree with him, but 
he is unsuccessful. 

What does he do? He punishes the 
courts, but in a number of very subtle 
ways. He cuts their funds for bailiffs, 
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he cuts their travel funds so they can-
not travel anyplace, he refuses the re-
quest for new judgeships, he cripples 
the court. 

Does this sound farfetched? Well, it 
happened. It happened under President 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Mr. Chair-
man, this scenario could happen again 
if this legislation is passed without 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the most im-
portant foundations of our system of 
Government is the separation of pow-
ers. It is advanced and guaranteed by 
the independence of our judicial 
branch, and the independence of our ju-
diciary is secured by its independent 
budgeting authority. 

This was not always the case. Before 
1939, Mr. Chairman, courts were admin-
istered through the Justice Depart-
ment, within the executive branch. 
They had to submit their budgets 
through the President, and this placed 
the power and authority over the fiscal 
affairs that were necessary for the con-
duct of those courts in the hands of the 
chief litigant before those very same 
courts. 

Congress recognized the inherent 
conflict of interest that dependence of 
the judicial branch upon the executive 
branch could cause. 

b 1410 
And so it created the Administrative 

Office of the U.S. Courts, to ensure 
that the courts were removed from 
that undue influence. 

Today the President does not have 
the authority to modify the judiciary 
branch’s budget requests. He has to 
submit them to the Congress un-
changed. That is a law. Congress then 
has the full authority to appropriate 
funds for the judicial branch. But 
under no circumstances can the Presi-
dent punish the court because he dis-
agrees with its judgment. 

This law would repeal that law, be-
cause it returns us to the situation be-
fore 1939 and once again gives the chief 
litigant before the U.S. courts the au-
thority to reduce or to eliminate spe-
cific appropriations for those courts. 

As the gentleman just explained, he 
can reach in, inside the line item ap-
propriation that funds the Supreme 
Court or any other court of appeals, 
and he can pick out individual activi-
ties that would not represent a blip on 
the budget. They are less than 0.01 per-
cent. But those kinds of activities are 
dependent upon those thousands of dol-
lars, taking them away could cripple 
the ability of our courts to conduct the 
business of this Government, because 
the law says he can veto all or any part 
of a line item of an appropriations bill. 

That is exactly what some President 
in the future, will do with this line- 
item veto authority, and I would re-
mind our colleagues, we are not just 
passing legislation for 100 days or one 
term of Congress but in fact for the 
rest of American history. This is pro-
foundly important. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore [Mr. 
HOBSON]. The time of the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MORAN 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
emphasize that this amendment has 
nothing to do with busting the budget, 
it represents less than .1 percent of the 
budget, but has everything to do with 
busting the principle of separation of 
powers. 

The gentlewoman from the District 
of Columbia [Ms. NORTON], just joined 
us. I want to mention a point she made 
in committee, because it is terribly im-
portant for us to focus on this. Some-
times when we can focus on specific 
situations, we understand the principle 
involved. 

The gentlewoman from the District 
of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] reminded us 
of how President Eisenhower contacted 
Chief Justice Earl Warren during con-
sideration of Brown versus Board of 
Education and told the Chief Justice he 
did not think the country was ready to 
desegregate our public schools. But the 
Chief Justice was able to ignore the 
President and do what I think was 
right, what I think the American peo-
ple know was right, because he did not 
have to go to the President the next 
January hat in hand and ask for the 
money to conduct the Court or for 
whatever additional bailiffs or clerks 
were necessary, because he had inde-
pendence from the President of the 
United States, from the executive 
branch. 

The goals of this legislation are 
noble. We must reduce Federal spend-
ing and protect the taxpayer from un-
authorized and unjustifiable pork 
spending. But the judiciary is not and 
never has been part of the problem. Not 
one dime in the judiciary account is 
spent for Members’ projects or for 
pork. In the process of accomplishing 
something else, let us not destroy the 
independence and the autonomy of our 
judicial system to cure a disease that 
simply does not exist. 

I implore my colleagues, please pass 
this amendment. Maintain the separa-
tion of powers and show the respect of 
our Founding Fathers in the Constitu-
tion that has endured for the last 200 
years. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say that this 
issue is an important issue. It is an im-
portant one that was considered at 
great length during deliberations on 
this matter in the committee. The 
amendment was offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia and was defeated 
29 to 17 on a bipartisan basis. 

I must say that I really respect the 
gentleman from Virginia a great deal 
and I know of his interest and concern 
in this matter. I appreciate his concern 
for the judicial branch. I certainly 
share his interest in ensuring that our 
Federal court system obtains the re-
sources it needs to remain strong. That 
is the gut issue here. 

I am not convinced, however, that an 
exemption from the item veto is re-

quired in order to maintain that 
strength. 

Our Founding Fathers were very de-
liberate when they established our tri-
partite system of Government, and I do 
not believe they accidentally stumbled 
onto a system where Congress appro-
priates funds subject to Presidential 
approval and veto. They devised that 
system intentionally, made no excep-
tion to the general appropriations pres-
entation-veto process for the judiciary. 
They treated all branches the same, 
just like any other program, branch or 
agency, including Congress and the ex-
ecutive branch where there are equal 
opportunities to engage in the sort of 
mischievous conduct that the gen-
tleman from Virginia foresees in this 
instance if we do not exempt the judici-
ary. 

The judiciary was required to seek 
and justify the funds it needs before 
both Congress and the President. That 
process has not been substantially 
changed in over 200 years. The judici-
ary is not currently exempt from ei-
ther the traditional veto or the exist-
ing empowerment process. 

This would represent a change from 
existing procedures. Under the em-
powerment process, the judiciary is not 
exempted. For Congress to provide 
what I consider to be a really sweeping 
and unique exemption without careful 
consideration would in my judgment be 
imprudent. 

Even though the House and the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight in particular have considered 
the Federal empowerment process nu-
merous times over the past 20 years 
and have held dozens of hearings on the 
issue, I must tell the Committee that 
our entire consideration of the judicial 
exemption issue, in addition to the de-
bate we had on the gentleman’s amend-
ment, was rally a 15-minute presen-
tation at a single hearing that we held 
by one Federal court judge about 2 
weeks ago. 

I might also state that we have re-
viewed all of the 43 States that have a 
line-item veto to see if in fact there is 
an exemption provided for the sort of 
thing that the gentleman from Vir-
ginia seeks to do at the national level, 
and there is no such exemption on any 
of the States that have the line-item 
veto. 

Because I do not believe that it is 
wise for the House to provide an ex-
emption which fundamentally alters 
the treatment of the judiciary vis-a-vis 
the other branches and every other 
Federal account without careful con-
sideration, I must oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words and to support the 
Moran amendment that exempts appro-
priations for the judiciary. 
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Mr. Chairman, this amendment 

points out very clearly that this bill 
has implications for our whole system 
of Government that go far beyond cut-
ting the Federal deficit. 

The independence of the Federal judi-
ciary is a cornerstone of our democracy 
and it is directly threatened by the 
power H.R. 2 gives the President. 

Do we really want the President to 
have the extraordinary power this bill 
would give him to cut funds for the ad-
ministrative expenses of courts whose 
decisions he might not like? 

Some would say the Congress already 
appropriates funds for the judicial 
branch, so why not give the President 
this role? 

However, there is an important dif-
ference. The legislative branch is not a 
party to many cases before the Federal 
judges. However, about 50 percent, half, 
of all cases before the Federal courts 
involved the executive branch as a liti-
gant. Clearly the executive branch has 
plenty of reason to want to influence 
Federal judges. 

Unfortunately, this bill gives the 
President the ability to exercise that 
influence in a very deliberate and a 
very direct way. 

I would ask my colleagues to just 
stop a moment and think back to past 
Presidents who have had major issues 
before the courts. As has already been 
mentioned by the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, President Franklin Roosevelt 
went to great lengths to defend the 
New Deal programs against challenges 
before the courts. 

b 1420 
President Nixon fought bitterly to 

prevent the release of the Watergate 
tapes. 

It was also President Nixon’s refusal 
to spend funds Congress appropriated, I 
would remind my colleagues, that 
caused Congress to enact the Impound-
ment Control Act. 

Can anyone here say that a strong 
and determined President would not 
use the line-item veto authority in 
H.R. 2 to influence judicial rulings? Of 
course not. It is far too great a risk for 
this Congress to be taking in the name 
of deficit reduction. 

I would remind my colleagues that it 
was concern about Presidential pres-
sure on the judiciary by President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt again that led to 
the enactment of the Budget and Ac-
counting Act. We talk about account-
ability. The Budget and Accounting 
Act, under this law, the judiciary sub-
mits its budget requests to the Presi-
dent, and the President is required to 
transmit them on to the Congress 
without change. 

If we do not adopt the gentleman 
from Virginia’s amendment, we will 
have effectively nullified the Budget 
and Accounting Act. Even though the 
President would not be able to change 
the judiciary’s budget before it is sub-
mitted to Congress, he could use his 
authority in H.R. 2 to line-item veto 
the judiciary budget after it is enacted 
by Congress. 

Does this make any sense? I do not 
believe the American public will think 
their interests have been well-served 
when they find out this bill com-
promises the independence of the Fed-
eral court system. 

To millions and millions of Ameri-
cans—minority citizens, women, the 
poor—the Federal courts have been 
their strongest, and at times their only 
defender. In many cases, the issues be-
fore the courts have not been popular, 
and judges have had to make difficult 
decisions. 

I, for one, do not want to make it 
more difficult for the courts to uphold 
and protect the civil and constitutional 
rights of our citizens. 

Whether you are for the line-item 
veto, or not, I firmly believe that it is 
in all of our interest not to tamper 
with the independence of our Federal 
courts. I urge each and every one of my 
colleagues to vote for this amendment. 

It makes good sense to do so, it is 
constitutional to do so, and it is the 
right thing to do. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has made 
for Members all of the good arguments 
against this amendment. So we will try 
not to repeat those. 

But as far as the salaries of judges 
are concerned, article III, section 1 of 
the Constitution, and you have a copy 
of it over there, prohibits this body 
from fooling around with their salaries. 

As far as courthouses are concerned, 
they do not even come under the judi-
ciary budget. 

I used to be on the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee with my 
friend from Pennsylvania, Mr. CLINGER, 
over here. Courthouses come under the 
Treasury and Post Office appropria-
tion, not under the judiciary budget. 

But the thing that really gets under 
my skin is when I hear my good friend, 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN], stand up and he says this item 
only counts for one-tenth of 1 percent 
of the budget. How many times have I 
heard that? 

You know, last March I introduced a 
balanced budget on behalf of about 50 
Republicans and Democrats. It cut ev-
erything almost across the board, some 
more than others because it was pro-
gram specific. But I got calls from all 
over this country saying, ‘‘You know, 
this program only takes one-tenth of 1 
percent.’’ Well, one-tenth of 1 percent 
of the budget adds up to a lot of 
money. We just finished putting people 
like me in that bind. 

My friend, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, JOE MOAKLEY, who was 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
had so much staff running around that 
they were coming out of his ears, and 
we cut his staff back in this Congress 
by a whole third. Do my colleagues 
know what? It is functioning very, very 
well. I got about half of what he had, 
and we are still doing the job. 

But we set the example for the rest of 
the Federal bureaucracy. Now we are 
going out and we are going to shrink 
the rest of the Federal bureaucracy, 
hopefully by a third or more. 

And that is true of the judiciary as 
well. They have got a lot of employees 
over there. But if we are going to 
shrink the Congress, and if we are 
going to shrink the Federal Govern-
ment, and General Motors and G.E. and 
IBM and everybody else are going to 
downsize, I think the judiciary could be 
downsized a little bit too, if a Presi-
dent saw fit to do so. That is all. It is 
very clear. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. MORAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

First of all, I never mentioned the ac-
tual salaries of judges and we know 
that that is not affected. But certainly 
the salaries of the clerks, the adminis-
trative personnel, any travel money, 
bailiff money. Now there are incidental 
expenses, and I think it is an impor-
tant point to make that this is not 
really relevant to the budget issues be-
fore us. 

I would ask the gentleman, has he 
ever heard of any pork on any issue 
within the judiciary appropriations? I 
was on the appropriations sub-
committee that provided the money. It 
is a small amount; it does not increase 
much each year. 

The courthouses which have been 
controversial, come under the General 
Services Administration. That is not 
under this budget, we are talking about 
that. We are talking about just inci-
dental expenses to conduct the oper-
ations of the Supreme Court and the 
U.S. Circuit Court. Their caseload has 
gone way up, there is a long delay. We 
are trying to expedite the process of 
the criminal justice system in this 
country and here we are going to make 
an issue out of this relatively small 
amount, all in the guise of line-item 
veto. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Let me just reclaim 
my time by saying last year the judici-
ary request was for $3.1 billion, a lot of 
money. This Congress did not give 
them $3.1 billion, I think we gave them 
$2.8 or $2.9 billion, because we did not 
feel they needed it. 

We are the keeper of the purse 
strings. 

Mr. MORAN. That is five one-hun-
dredths of 1 percent of the budget. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Now a billion here, a 
billion there, we are talking about a 
lot of money. 

The gentleman’s amendment is not 
the only amendment pending. There 
are 31 of them out there. A number of 
them have exemptions in them. There 
is another one coming up to exempt 
the legislative branch. Should the leg-
islative branch be exempted? No; the 
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answer is no. And we should not ex-
empt anybody. Let us put them all in 
the pot and I think any President, 
Democrat or Republican, is going to be 
fair. It is his responsibility to run this 
Government. Ours ought not to be 
micromanaging, but legislating and 
passing laws. Let the President run the 
country. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment which I am co-
sponsoring today with my friends, the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] 
and the gentlewoman from the District 
of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Mr. Chairman, at the outset I want 
to assure my colleagues that this 
amendment is not some frivolous at-
tempt to cripple this bill. 

It is not our purpose to argue with or 
pull a fast one on those who feel that 
the line-item veto is needed to control 
spending. 

The budget of the judicial branch is a 
minuscule part of the Federal budget. 
This is not about balancing the budget 
or cutting pork. 

Our amendment is even more impor-
tant: safeguarding the judicial branch 
from the possibility of intimidation, 
the possibility of pressure from the 
President. 

For 200 years, the Federal courts 
have been the guarantor of individual 
rights and the dispenser of both justice 
and mercy in our legal system. 

More than any other institution of 
our Government, the courts made pos-
sible—despite enormous opposing 
power—the full rights of citizenship for 
millions of African-Americans and 
other minorities. 

The judicial branch of Government 
also deals with some of the most con-
troversial and emotional issues in our 
society—issues that are also among the 
most difficult for us to deal with. 

As my colleagues have pointed out, 
our history is replete with Chief Execu-
tives using whatever tools at their dis-
posal to pressure or intimidate the ju-
diciary and thereby exercise improper 
influence over its decisions. 

The Nation’s founders did not trust, 
nor should we trust, the President’s 
good sense, or his sense of duty or 
honor, to protect the judiciary from 
undue influence and to insure its inde-
pendence. 

Mr. Chairman, we are all politicians 
here. All of us know the practical uses 
of political power in all of its subtle-
ties. We use our power to send mes-
sages, to change policy, to influence 
decisions, and to get results. 

Maybe not today, maybe not 10 years 
from now, but someday in our future— 
as has been the case in our past—some 
President will be locked in battle with 
the courts. 

I say to my colleagues, if you believe 
that every President of the United 
States will always ‘‘do the right 
thing’’—that the President of the 
United States will always use his 

power responsibly, then you should 
vote against us. 

But if you mistrust too much power 
in the hands of the Executive—as did 
this Nation’s founders; if you believe in 
our system of checks and balances; if 
you believe in a free and independent 
judiciary; if you believe that Congress 
has the responsibility and the obliga-
tion—as we all swore on this floor 4 
weeks ago, when we took the oath of 
office—‘‘to preserve, protect and defend 
the Constitution of the United States,’’ 
then you should vote for our amend-
ment. 

b 1430 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think those of us in 
the majority have a great deal of re-
spect and admiration for the gen-
tleman from Virginia. He is an able 
member of the Government Reform and 
Oversight Committee and adds a lot to 
the debate on that committee and did 
on this particular issue which was 
dealt with extensively in the com-
mittee. 

We join him in believing in an inde-
pendent judiciary. We do think that 
that is a cornerstone of our democracy. 
But we also believe that his amend-
ment puts the judiciary on a higher 
plane than the other branches of Gov-
ernment, and in so doing tilts the bal-
ance of power toward one branch. 

The Founders clearly wanted a sys-
tem of checks and balance where each 
branch would be able to counteract the 
excesses of the other branches, and 
they particularly wanted that to hap-
pen when two branches got together on 
something, as the gentleman’s amend-
ment is putting forward. 

The Founders dealt with this par-
ticular issue and decided that only sal-
aries—only salaries would be cordoned 
off and protected in the Constitution, 
but that everything else would be in 
play in terms of our system of checks 
and balances. They did that, I think, in 
a narrow way for a very good reason, 
that the judiciary is not above scru-
tiny, is not above the checks and bal-
ances that we seek in our system of 
Government. 

This bill does not change the Budget 
and Accounting Act. The judicial budg-
ets would still flow through the execu-
tive to the legislature unchanged, but 
after the legislature intervened and 
dealt with the judicial budgets, then it 
is proper that the President would be 
able to exercise his ability to act as a 
check and a balance on that budget, 
and that is what the existing situation 
is, and that is what the line-item veto 
would allow the executive to do. 

We heard great testimony from the 
State governments and the Governors 
who have a line-item veto, and in most 
cases, if not in all cases, the Governors 
are not precluded from using their line- 
item veto with regard to judicial ex-
penditures, and that is as it should be. 
Governor Weld of Massachusetts de-
scribed a situation that often happens, 

not only in Massachusetts but in many 
States in which legislative appropri-
ators get together with the judiciary to 
form a kind of deal in which levels of 
budgets are set and, indeed, numbers of 
court officers are set, and at what 
court they will be stationed and even 
to the extent of who will hold those 
court officer jobs, and more often than 
not those jobs ultimately end up being 
held by the political cronies of the leg-
islative appropriators. 

I believe that the executive, the Gov-
ernor, should have the right to dis-
cipline that process, to act as a coun-
terbalance when the legislature and 
the judiciary get together on some-
thing like that. 

And so it is proper that they would 
be able to veto, use a line-item veto, to 
say, ‘‘Hey, folks, wait a minute, that is 
not proper. It is not good for the tax-
payers, the deal that you struck on 
court officers and the level of your 
budget, and the Governor is going to 
veto that.’’ That is a proper check and 
a proper balance. 

I would ask, how is the relationship 
between the Legislature and the judici-
ary somehow above these checks and 
balances? They deserve to be scruti-
nized as forcefully and as vigorously as 
any other branch. 

And finally, with regard to the fact 
that the Executive is a litigant before 
the Federal courts, which is true, but 
it is also true that the courts can in-
terpret legislative laws and, indeed, 
from time to time strike down congres-
sional action as unconstitutional. So it 
is not a complete separation with re-
gard to that. 

I think the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia is a mistake. 
I think we should reject it. I think we 
should pass a strong line-item veto bill 
for the President of the United States. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, we spent a lot of time 
in committee. I do not think that it 
was expected that we would spend as 
much time, but the debate was, indeed, 
revealing, and many Members simply 
had not spent a lot of time thinking 
about the judiciary and the role it 
plays or might play generally. 

For this amendment, for example, 
there were Members who thought that 
in effect what you could do is to strike 
a line from the judiciary budget, and 
the debate clarified that you could get 
down to the lowest level of expendi-
ture, because you could strike a partial 
expenditure as well. 

What was fascinating about the de-
bate was that there was not always a 
deep appreciation for the uniqueness of 
the judicial branch. Many Members 
think of the judicial branch—and you 
have heard some of the debate this 
evening—as just like the rest of us, 
just one of the rest of us. That is what 
I want to speak to. 

Indeed, I rise to speak for the branch 
that cannot speak for itself, and in 
that respect it is particularly different 
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from the two other branches. I do not 
rise to speak as a lawyer partial to the 
judicial branch. On the contrary, I was 
one of the leaders in committee in the 
103d Congress to cut 10 percent from 
courthouses, but we were cutting from 
the GSA budget, not the Article III 
budget, the Article III court budget. 

This House, of course, can cut from 
that budget in open debate for the 
world to hear and see, and you would 
have to be able to do that because the 
Framers understood they would have 
to leave the purse power for all 
branches here. When we found that 
there were luxurious courthouses that 
were heavily influenced by the judges 
themselves, we took the judges out of 
what the judges should not be in, the 
courthouse-building business. 

But we do not ever want to give even 
the appearance of getting into judges’ 
business, and what I have heard here 
does not show a true appreciation for 
both fact and appearances from the 
Congress, a branch for whom appear-
ances do not mean nearly what they 
must mean for the courts. 

Of course, we have a precedent of ac-
tual interference with the judiciary 
through the budgetary process, and I 
do not speak, of course, of the F.D.R. 
packing of the Court, because perhaps 
that kind of overt activity is most eas-
ily checked. It is the chipping away at 
the budget that is far easier to cover 
up or pass off as budget-cutting, espe-
cially when you need a two-thirds vote 
to override a veto. 

Retaliation to the courts does not 
have to be very large to be very effec-
tive or to put in play a branch that 
should never be in play with us and 
where we should only have something 
to say about how much money they 
spend and just leave it as it be, and 
particularly leave them far away from 
the executive. 

b 1440 

The courts are a sitting target for 
the Executive because it is the Execu-
tive that is the prime litigator before 
the courts, and they have a massive op-
portunity to tick the Executive off pre-
cisely because the Executive is always 
there before them. The Congress was so 
concerned about what in fact exists in 
actual precedent that the Budget and 
Accounting Act says that the Execu-
tive has to submit the budget of the 
Judiciary as is. We are told that noth-
ing here would change this. Nothing 
would change that, of course; instead 
of a crack on the front end we open a 
crack on the back end. If you mean the 
Budget and Accounting Act, and you 
act like you mean it, then you don’t 
give up a whole lot when you leave the 
judiciary independent; you do give up a 
whole lot when you say we are going to 
treat the Executive the way we treat 
everybody else, no different from any-
body else. 

Go back to Civics 101: You do not 
have to go to law school to appreciate 
that the courts are different, and we 
have to concede that they are different. 

There are reasons for safeguards here. 
You have to ask yourselves, ‘‘Yes this 
will be another check.’’ But I ask you 
is that check on the courts worth it? Is 
it worth giving the appearance that the 
Congress would like to get to a part of 
their independence, allow the Execu-
tive to get to a part of their independ-
ence, as indeed he could do. 

The Executive and the Congress are 
not independent branches; we are 
meant to be responsive branches. In 
that way we are very different from the 
judiciary. We, the Congress, and the 
Executive are much more alike than 
the judiciary is like either of us. They 
deal with cases and controversies, espe-
cially cases and controversies involv-
ing the Executive. We do not. We must 
keep them out of the fray. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HOBSON). The time of the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia has ex-
pired. 

(By unanimous consent Ms. NORTON 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Ms. NORTON. I thank the Chairman. 
We must keep them out of the fray, 

we must keep them from appearing 
even to be in the fray. There is such a 
strict sense of ethics in the profession 
that the judiciary may only come to 
Congress and testify on limited mat-
ters, even when those matters involve 
themselves. We must engage in conflict 
avoidance when it comes to the judici-
ary. We must show restraint when it 
comes to the judiciary. 

It was no part of the intent of the 
sponsors of this bill to alter the bal-
ance of power between the Executive 
and the judiciary. The intent clearly 
was to alter the power balance between 
the Executive and the Congress. 

We do not seek to alter this balance 
here. We do not need to alter this bal-
ance here. It has never been much of a 
temptation. Yet we are creating the 
impression we would like to open up 
that temptation. 

The judiciary cannot speak for itself 
today. There is a good reason for that. 
That reason is to completely 
depoliticize the judiciary. Ironically, 
their silence, their mandated silence is 
part of their independence. 

So I rise to speak for an independent 
judiciary. Our bill loses nothing by in-
sisting that the judiciary remain im-
pregnable as a matter of fact and as a 
matter of appearances. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I missed some of the 
debate, but if I heard correctly, the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] 
says the President cannot alter the 
budget of the judiciary submitted to 
him by that branch. I do not think the 
gentleman from Virginia would argue 
that somehow the Congress is bound 
not to alter the request that we get 
from the judiciary in the appropria-
tions bill. That just would not make 
sense. Of course, as I believe the chair-
man of Committee on Rules pointed 
out, the judicial branch last year actu-

ally got a little less from us than they 
wanted, than they submitted. 

The point I am trying to make is I do 
not think we should treat the branches 
of government differently and put one 
above and out and off the reservation 
because of some concern that someday 
we might have intimidation or some 
other thing. 

That is all part of the give and take 
of the process. We are trying to open 
up the process, open it up to the sun-
shine, saying this is an orderly way to 
submit a budget, everybody will honor 
the budget. Then it goes through a 
process. Then when we add the powers 
we have to do the business of govern-
ance in our Nation and clarify what 
should be done and should not be done, 
that is the process. If we find we are 
spending more than we are taking in, 
then we have the opportunity for some 
rescission. 

It is at that point that we work to-
gether with the executive and say, to-
gether, how do we deal with this 
prioritizing where we want to spend 
our money. I think that is the point we 
are trying to make. I think the point 
you all are trying to make is that we 
are somehow going to have to set the 
judiciary off the reservation; it would 
be out of the process because they are 
somehow sacrosanct. I just do not 
think that is an accurate description of 
the way it is supposed to work. I think 
we are all supposed to equally partici-
pate. If there is belt tightening, it is 
everywhere. If we accomplish all budg-
ets that are appropriate, then we will 
do that. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOSS. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for giving me the oppor-
tunity to clarify. 

There is a 1939 law that prohibits the 
executive branch from altering the 
budget request of the judiciary. 

Now, it is up to the legislative 
branch to pare back, to make sure that 
it is an appropriate request. We have 
done that every year. Last year I think 
we cut it—I think the gentleman men-
tioned $3.1 down to $2.8 million. They 
took their share of the cut along with 
everyone else. We do not have a con-
flict of interest with the judiciary. We 
do not litigate half of the cases before 
the Supreme Court. That is why that 
1939 law was put in. 

So I have to correct what the gen-
tleman suggested. The President, the 
executive branch does not have the 
right to alter the judiciary appropria-
tion, which is a budget request at that 
point. This law would give the Presi-
dent the ability to change our appro-
priation level, which does not have to 
be what was requested. The Appropria-
tions Committee has full latitude to 
appropriate whatever we want. But we 
have no conflict of interest with the ju-
diciary. This law says that after we 
make our decisions then the President 
can change those decisions and, for 
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what would not be certainly budgetary 
reasons but would be political reasons, 
can change the budget of the judiciary 
branch; a very small amount of money. 

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time, I 
would say there are no guarantees in 
any legislation that we are proposing 
that I am aware of that is going to pro-
vide all of the protections from 
politicalness. I do not believe anybody 
has come up with that legislation. I 
think the gentleman has a point on his 
side of it and we have ours, I think. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BLUTE. I thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill does not af-
fect the Budget and Accounting Act. 
The budget would still flow through 
the executive untouched. But once the 
legislative branch was involved then, 
rightly so, the executive branch should 
be involved also in our system of col-
lection and balances. 

If there are tremendous changes 
made by the legislative, it seems to me 
the executive should be involved also. 

Again, with regard to this idea that 
somehow the legislature has nothing to 
do with the courts, there are no con-
flicts there, there are. The courts ulti-
mately interpret our laws and from 
time to time strike them down as un-
constitutional. That is a pretty inti-
mate relationship. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] fur-
ther yield? 

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. MORAN. I thank the gentleman 
for continuing to yield. 

Mr. Chairman, I have to remind the 
gentleman that the legislative branch 
is not a litigant before the Court. That 
is a problem. The Justice Department, 
the executive branch litigates half of 
the cases that come before the Court. 
That is where the conflict of interest 
exists. We do not have a conflict of in-
terest here except in very minor areas. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish I had the elo-
quence and the power to try to reach 
out to the Members of this House today 
and give some idea of the depth of 
harm we are doing. But I know that the 
die is cast on this bill and that my 
words would just go into the RECORD 
and be forever lost. 

The Delegate from the District of Co-
lumbia was right, we had a lengthy de-
bate on this issue in the committee, 
and I think frankly it is one of the best 
that I have ever heard. 

I suppose those of us who stand up on 
the floor from day to day and try to 
talk about the Constitution, the sepa-
ration of powers, must sound quaint 
and even old fashioned because I know 
that the new day has dawned and the 
thing they are going to do is to keep 
their word with the contract. 

b 1450 
The question that keeps plaguing me 

is: What possible reason does anyone 
have to believe that a President of the 
United States is going to be infallible, 
benign, upright, and totally altruistic? 
As a matter of fact, when someone said 
awhile ago we did not want to raise the 
judiciary above the other branches, 
what we are doing is raising the execu-
tive above all other branches, and, as 
someone said again this morning, that 
we are giving the ultimate weapon to 
the executive. When our Founding Fa-
thers decided the best way to keep poli-
tics out of government was to have 
three equal branches of government, 
they knew what they were doing. If we 
do not believe in checks and balances 
anymore, then let us go headlong into 
this business of simply giving to some-
one at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue the 
right to decide whatever is going to 
happen in the Congress of the United 
States. 

I have talked to some of the Members 
whose States have line-item vetoes, 
and in many cases it amounts to little 
more than an opportunity for black-
mail. One Member told me in his State 
every member puts in everything in 
the world in the bills that anybody 
asks them to knowing they will get 
about a third of it, and they say, ‘‘The 
Governor killed it,’’ and the Governor 
can also say, ‘‘If you want that water 
project in your district, son, you better 
support me for reelection.’’ 

There is no protection from that and 
no reason for us to believe that what 
we are handing over today, would not 
be a weapon that could be used in a po-
litical way. The only protection we 
have is what we have now, and this is 
a strong three-part government that 
we are quickly dismantling. 

I do want to make a plea for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] that the 
courts are different. We are not talking 
about the bricks and mortar. It is not 
the buildings that we are so concerned 
about, and Lord knows we are going to 
keep costs down, and we have done 
that; that is our job here. We are talk-
ing about their freedom to make the 
best judicial decision they can make 
unfettered by pressure. 

Why in the world would we go back 
to the days that many of us lived 
through in the Watergate era when a 
President of the United States did ev-
erything he could to influence the 
courts? But thank G-d for the Constitu-
tion of the United States that he was 
unable to do it. 

Surely, as we rush to dismantle the 
Constitution and the government that 
has been the envy of the world and that 
has stood us in such good stead for over 
200 years, we can at least make some 
sense out of what we are doing today, 
and, if we think, and many Members in 
this House think, that they do not have 
the brains, or the will, or the back-
bone, or the gumption, or the honesty, 
or even the decency to do the right 
thing, and they have got to let the 

President do it for them, at least let us 
do what has been suggested before. Let 
us speak for the branch that cannot 
speak for itself. Let us not destroy the 
judiciary of the United States which 
has made sure over the years that we 
have maintained who we are and main-
tained what we are. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I love the fact that we 
have for the first time in many, many 
years an open debate on what truly is 
a very important piece of legislation, 
and I know there are some Members 
who think it may take too long, but I 
have learned a lot from my colleagues 
on the other side, and I also have 
thought a lot about this issue, as they 
have, and want to weigh in. 

I hear talk about an independent ju-
diciary, and I want to say without any 
hesitation that I want the same inde-
pendence, that I want the same inde-
pendence that I see in the judiciary. I 
want to see that maintained, and I 
take some exception to an argument 
that says that somehow this amend-
ment will give them the independence 
that they would not have if this 
amendment were not to pass. 

This amendment is wrong because it 
flies in the face of separation of pow-
ers. We in this amendment would give 
to the legislature a power that it does 
not deserve. We would give the power 
for the legislature to have the same 
kind of manipulation that is seen in 
the President because the President 
maybe has been a Republican President 
for so long that they tend to think that 
way and think that all virtue is in the 
legislative branch. It is not. That is 
why our Founding Fathers made sure 
there were three separate branches 
with three separate powers. 

I want the judicial branch to be the 
judicial branch. I want the legislature 
to be able to bring forward appropria-
tions. I want the President to utilize 
the power to veto when he thinks there 
is excess. I do not want to create an is-
land unto itself within the judicial 
branch, so I stand firmly in support of 
an independent judiciary. 

What I think happens if this amend-
ment were to pass is, when the judges 
come or their people come and sit down 
in that room with the legislative 
branch, there is a cozy possibility of a 
relationship, and somehow the argu-
ment that 50 percent of the litigation 
is the executive branch, implying that 
the executive branch, as the lawyer for 
the legislative branch, is totally in 
agreement with everything it brings 
before the court, it is enforcing our 
law, my law, the law of the legislative 
branch passed into and signed by the 
President. But maybe it was a previous 
President. Maybe it was not the Presi-
dent who is now President. He may not 
even agree with the legislation that he 
is having to defend because he is re-
quired to as the executive branch per-
son. 

When I hear questions to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
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BLUTE] and to others implying that 
somehow the President is the litigant, 
he is the attorney representing the cli-
ent. We are the client. But somehow it 
is all right for the client and the judici-
ary to be in bed together in the sense 
of making their budget without the 
oversight of the executive branch. I 
think the executive branch should 
weigh in. 

And when I look back at the Fed-
eralist Papers, that is what our Found-
ing Fathers thought as well. Madison 
in Paper 47 said he proclaimed that ac-
cumulation of all powers, legislative, 
executive and judiciary, in the same 
hands, whether of one, a few, of many, 
and whether hereditary, self-appointed 
or elective, may justly be pronounced 
the very definition of tyranny. 

I say to my colleagues, you think, as 
you argue this, that you are protecting 
the judicial branch in our government. 
I think you are hurting it. I think that 
we want separation. I believe with all 
my heart and soul, whether you agree 
with me or not, that I want the sepa-
rate power. I don’t want the executive 
branch being a judiciary branch. I 
don’t want the judiciary branch being a 
legislative or executive branch. I want 
to keep them separate, and by keeping 
them separate we have a check and a 
balance. 

So, I calmly, I calmly, object to the 
kind of comment that says that maybe 
we do not understand what is hap-
pening. I think we do, and I think my 
colleagues do as well. I just think that 
we come from it from a different per-
spective. 

I believe that our Founding Fathers 
were right. I say to my colleagues, I be-
lieve our Founding Fathers didn’t want 
two to team up against one. I don’t 
think they wanted to leave one branch 
out so it couldn’t weigh in, and I think, 
when you have three, you guarantee 
there will be fairness and that one 
won’t become dominant, and just as 
some of my colleagues, who rightfully 
know that the judicial branch, in par-
ticular as it relates to civil rights 
issues, has been your champion, just as 
it has been, there may be some day 
when it isn’t your champion. It may be 
that the executive branch is your 
champion, and it may be the judicial 
branch—— 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HOBSON). The time of the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] has ex-
pired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SHAYS 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SHAYS. It may be that the exec-
utive branch is your champion and my 
champion on this issue and that the ju-
dicial branch isn’t. It could be a dif-
ferent court. It could be filled with dif-
ferent people. 

In response to the question, do I 
think all virtue is in the executive 
branch: of course not. In response to 
the question, do I think all virtue is in 
the judicial branch: of course not. In 
response to the question, do I think all 

virtue is in this place: no, I think it is 
not, and that is why I want that bal-
ance, and that is why I want those pow-
ers separate, and I will fight as hard as 
I can to somehow cut out one branch 
from the process that it was given to 
us by the Founding Fathers. 

I know we are all sincere here, and at 
the end I could be wrong, but I feel this 
as passionately as my colleagues do on 
the other side. 

b 1500 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN] and against the line- 
item veto. 

Mr. Chairman, when the 20th century 
concludes, there will be but two na-
tions who end this period of history 
with the same form of government 
with which the century began. All oth-
ers have fallen victim to revolution or 
tyranny, internal or external. Only the 
United States and Britain remain. And 
if there is a common thread through 
their forms of government that may 
account for their survival, it is the 
concept of limited executive power and 
the separation of the powers of govern-
ment. 

Our Founding Fathers believed that 
the principal threat to American lib-
erty would never be a foreign foe, no 
invader or tyrant. It would be within 
us, if anyone succeeded in concen-
trating executive powers. So, based on 
their own experiences with the British 
monarchy, they sought to divide the 
executive powers of this country to as-
sure that there was no concentration. 
They recognized, as we have experi-
enced, that it would often be ineffi-
cient, sometimes wasteful, always 
slow, and, as indeed history has proven, 
it would be very frustrating, but that 
indeed nothing else could assure the 
continuation of liberty. 

Under this system we have seen the 
appointment of Presidential powers; 
taxation powers to the Congress, ap-
propriation powers; declaration of war 
to the Congress; Commander in Chief 
to the President. But the balance has 
worked. 

Now some would have us believe that 
one man, a President, would better 
serve this country by having the power 
to rewrite or eliminate entire appro-
priations. Their argument rests first on 
the notion that there is no other alter-
native to reducing spending. This ig-
nores the fact that in our constitu-
tional scheme, there is already a right 
to reduce spending through rescission. 
Indeed, in the last 20 years Presidents 
have proposed 72 billion dollars’ worth 
of rescissions, and this Congress has 
approved 92 billion dollars’ worth of re-
scissions. 

Second, their argument rests on the 
fact that they believe we are dupli-
cating a constitutional arrangement 
that is already successfully imple-
mented in the States. But a President, 

with his vast powers of war and peace, 
control of our liberties and our econo-
mies, is not simply a larger Governor. 
He has powers of a vastly different pro-
portion. 

But even if the argument were ac-
cepted, the power of rescission to both 
reduce and eliminate appropriations is 
denied 40 Governors, specifically denied 
them, for the very reasons we cite here 
today. 

So we do not duplicate the experience 
of the States, we greatly exceed it. 

Third, even if these arguments are 
not accepted, there is not evidence that 
these powers being given to each execu-
tive would in fact have a meaningful 
impact on expenditures. 

Indeed, the Public Administration 
Review has studied 45 States that have 
a line-item veto, and concluded: 

It is easier to portray the line-item veto as 
an instrument of executive increasing power, 
rather than an instrument for fiscal effi-
ciency. The line item veto probably has had 
a minimal effect on making state govern-
ment more fiscally restrained. 

Fourth, the entire proposal is based 
on the assumption that somehow Presi-
dents have a monopoly on good judg-
ment, that somehow they would be fis-
cally more responsible. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
TORRICELLI] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. 
TORRICELLI was allowed to proceed for 
2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, the 
experience of this Congress in our own 
time has been exactly the opposite. Our 
national debt has increased by fourfold 
not because of a Congress, but because 
of the very executive power that you 
are using today to control spending. It 
was, after all, during the Reagan and 
Bush administrations where they pro-
posed spending in excess of the spend-
ing proposed by budgets within this 
Congress against restraint attempted 
in this Congress that this deficit was 
created. 

But indeed, Mr. Chairman, none of 
these arguments compare with the con-
cern for our constitutional govern-
ment. Our country has been blessed 
with leaders like George Bush, Bill 
Clinton, Gerry Ford, and Jimmy 
Carter, who, even if they possessed ex-
ecutive power, would not have abused 
it. But who here can be certain that 
will be true for all time? Who would 
serve on a Watergate Committee if 
Richard Nixon had this power over 
your district? How would the Vietnam 
war have been different if Lyndon 
Johnson had had the power to control 
your districts if you voted against ap-
propriations? And what of Harding and 
Teapot Dome, or Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt, as the gentleman from Virginia 
has suggested, over the courts? How 
would American history have been dif-
ferent? 

I know that our country is troubled, 
and I know that we have problems. But 
this constitutional arrangement has 
withstood civil wars, international 
conflict, and a depression, and served 
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this country well. Certainly no prob-
lem before us today is so great that it 
would require us to change this balance 
of powers, as our fathers before us re-
fused to do in times of much greater 
national peril. 

The proper power of this country 
with regard to appropriations belongs 
in the People’s House. If that power is 
not handled well, the people have a 
remedy with elections. It is best not 
taken away from the people them-
selves. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
take probably less than 5 minutes to 
bring forth a couple of points that have 
been made here. One is, I do not think 
there is anybody in this Chamber who 
is any less protective than anybody 
else of the 435 of us of the three sepa-
rate branches of government. I think it 
is something we have all learned and 
we all recognize. I have never heard 
anyone in this Chamber at any time 
before I got here or since I have been 
here who has in any way attacked that 
particular premise, and my judgment is 
that this legislation, the line-item veto 
legislation, does not really attack that 
particular premise. 

I believe that the three branches of 
government continue to be protected. 
If we were really concerned about the 
involvement of the President with re-
spect to the Federal judiciary, I would 
think we would have legislation before 
us to take away the right of the Presi-
dent to appoint the members of the 
Federal judiciary, who I might add are 
paid very well, they are paid for life, 
and they have lifetime appointments. 
So I do not think they feel very threat-
ened by what this Congress may do in 
this particular legislation. 

Obviously, as has been explained 
here, I think the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN] explained it, the 
money we are dealing with here is real-
ly funding of some of the clerical and 
other functions of the judiciary. It is 
clearly an issue of concern to them, 
but I do not think in any way could 
this Congress or the President of the 
United States either overturn or influ-
ence the judiciary with changes in that 
particular area. 

But I have looked back, and it has 
been said on this floor before and it 
should be repeated, that as far as I 
know, none of the line-item vetoes in 
any of our 43 States pertains to an ex-
ception for the judiciary. It just does 
not exist. I do not know of any excep-
tions for any parts of those govern-
ments. 

Generally when a line-item veto has 
been granted, when it has been sought 
in the history of this Congress, it has 
been sought for the entire spending 
programs that may be in a budget, and 
nobody has been exempted before, no 
part of the budget has been exempted 
before. 

I should also point out that under 
this particular legislative line-item 

veto, that Congress can override a pres-
idential veto. Yes, you have to go 
through a majority vote and a two- 
thirds vote, but indeed it can happen. 

b 1510 

I would suggest by that that if a 
President would do what some Mem-
bers have insinuated that a President 
might do or possibly could do, they 
would do this at high political risk. 
There is not a single Member who is 
opposed to that who would not rise to 
it and say that the President had no 
right to line-item veto that particular 
item. We feel that was wrong and we 
feel that President should pay for it. I 
think politically they would pay for it. 

I would also point out that in the 
framework of the work that is done by 
the Budget Committees and within this 
Congress and by the President, we have 
always set the budget of the judiciary. 
It is something that has always been 
up to the other two branches of Gov-
ernment. It is not set by the judiciary. 
I think we need to remember that as 
we continue to debate this argument. 

Also, if we start here with the judici-
ary, and admittedly we are talking 
about a branch of Government so it 
seems to have a greater ring of impor-
tance to it, but the bottom line is, if 
we start there, are we going to start to 
exempt other areas of importance. How 
about a President who does not like de-
fense? Are we going to start to deal 
with that, or EPA or something of that 
nature? 

I think for all of these reasons that 
the argument is actually, while it is 
important and the earnestness of those 
who are making it is absolutely sincere 
and real, and I believe that, my view is 
that this particular argument, while it 
is not de minimis, is of much less im-
portance in terms of the ability to in-
fluence the judiciary than has been 
made here today. 

For all these reasons, I oppose this 
particular amendment. And I assert 
that the line-item veto should continue 
as it is, unfettered by any exemptions 
to it so the President and the Congress 
can work together to have better budg-
etary processes in this country. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment. I might add I knew 
nothing of the purpose or the need for 
such an amendment until I attended 
the hearing which our committee held 
on this particular bill. I think it bears 
emphasizing that this amendment was 
not originated in our committee. It 
was requested by the judiciary con-
ference and a representative of the ju-
diciary came and asked for it specifi-
cally. 

Basically I think it is worth stressing 
that if we adopt this amendment, we 
lose very little in terms of strength-
ening, bolstering, building up the budg-
et process, which is the purpose of this 
bill, but we gain a great deal in terms 
of protecting our political processes. 

What are the purposes of this bill 
after all, H.R. 2? 

No. 1, it is to cut spending, cut spend-
ing and reduce the deficit. Frankly, I 
think it is vastly oversold. I doubt that 
it will really have more than a foot-
note’s impact on the deficit reduction 
when the history of the rest of this dec-
ade is written, if it is indeed passed. 

I think the more important purpose 
of it is to restore public confidence in 
the appropriations process in this Gov-
ernment, particularly in this Congress. 
The people want to know that the 
budget has been scrubbed. They want 
to know that we have culled out and 
the President has the power himself 
independently to cull out and clean up 
the budget and get rid of anything that 
is unwarranted or wasteful. It gives the 
public some additional authority, a lit-
tle more confidence in this institution, 
which is sorely wanting. 

But we can adopt this amendment 
and should adopt it and not detract one 
wit from either one of those purposes 
because the amount of money we are 
talking about here is miniscule. This 
will leave, even if we adopt the amend-
ment, the entire discretionary budget, 
$545 billion on the President’s veto pad. 
He can still wield his veto pen as to all 
of the expenditures in defense and ev-
erywhere else in the budget. 

Indeed, if the proponents of this bill, 
H.R. 2, are concerned about this 
amendment because it is a tiny excep-
tion, it is a small loophole, they really 
should focus on two amendments that 
we are going to offer later in this proc-
ess. One is to expand the coverage of 
the President’s veto so it extends the 
contract authority implemented in 
public works bills. That is worth con-
sidering. It has vastly more signifi-
cance than this particular amendment 
here. Or they should look at the Tax 
Code and the amendment we will offer 
that deals with tax expenditures which 
is spending by another name imple-
mented through the Tax Code. 

Those two amendments would vastly 
expand the reach of the President’s 
veto power and undergird the purpose 
of this bill a lot more than this minor 
amendment which we are talking about 
here, minor in terms of detracting from 
the budget process. 

So we have an alternative, if we want 
to make this bill more effective. We 
can pass this bill, as the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia said, and 
lose nothing, really. But we gain a 
great deal in terms of our independ-
ence. We do not detract in the least 
from the line-item veto power, but we 
do defend a concept that has lasted for 
200 years, a concept that we cherish in 
this country, that is judicial independ-
ence, the independence of our judicial 
branch. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I cer-
tainly thank my friend, the gentleman 
from South Carolina. In fact, there is 
less need to stand up, after listening to 
my colleagues make the arguments so 
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eloquently, more eloquently than I 
have been able to, but I would cer-
tainly underscore the point that we are 
not talking about anything that is par-
ticularly relevant to balancing the 
budget here, we are talking about ap-
proximately one one-hundredths of 1 
percent of the budget. 

So it is not an issue of money and 
there has never been an issue with re-
gard to the judiciary branch appropria-
tion. We cut it each year, the legisla-
tive branch does. And it amounts to a 
little bit of money. 

But even if we eliminate it entirely, 
all the functions of the judiciary 
branch, it is not going to create a blip 
on the Federal deficit. But I think it 
would do profound damage to the 
structure of this Government. 

And my friend from Connecticut, who 
has left, said that we might have a dif-
ferent opinion if there was a different 
party in the White House, if it was a 
friend versus someone we oppose politi-
cally. I would remind my friend from 
Connecticut and anyone else who was 
persuaded by that argument that in 
1939, when the law was passed that we 
are really addressing, it was an over-
whelmingly Democratic Congress. 
They had to show a tremendous 
amount of political courage to say: 
Wait a minute, there is something 
wrong here. There is something wrong. 
The President is abusing the funda-
mental principle of separation of pow-
ers. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN] which would exempt 
spending for the judicial branch from 
the scope of the line-item veto legisla-
tion. 

In the debate on another amendment, 
I rose in opposition to this legislation, 
the line-item veto legislation, because 
I believe it gives too much power to the 
executive branch. And the tradeoff, in 
turn, to reduce deficit spending is not 
enough to justify that exchange. 

But whether we agree or disagree on 
what form the line-item veto should 
take, whether it is two-thirds to over-
ride a President’s veto or whether we 
agree or disagree on whether there 
should be enhanced rescission with a 
simple majority to get a particular 
project back into the appropriations 
bill, I think we should remove all doubt 
in everyone’s mind that we all do agree 
that the separation of power is impor-
tant to us, that we are true to the com-
mitment of our Founding Fathers of 
separation of power. 

I think this is a sad day when we are 
abdicating to the executive branch 
what our Founding Fathers did not 
give them. 

My only hope and encouragement I 
received is from the leadership of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 
I think it is completely appropriate 
that he is presenting this amendment, 
that he has worked so hard on it, and 

it is in the spirit of our Founding Fa-
thers from Virginia that he carries on 
their legacy. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my very good friend from California so 
much, particularly for her very kind 
words. 

There is no question that whereas the 
Founding Fathers, many of whom came 
from Virginia, will remain in our mem-
ory, I am not going to remain in any-
body’s memory after I am out of this 
House. And in fact, the people that 
stood in this very body and that cast 
the vote in 1939 to establish a law pro-
tecting the separation of powers are 
lost from memory. We do not remem-
ber their faces or their names or even 
their words. 

b 1520 
However, their action was remem-

bered because they did the right thing. 
They showed a whole heck of a lot of 
political courage in standing up to an 
extremely popular and almost domi-
neering President. 

Members can be sure that there was 
a lot of pressure on them to do the easy 
thing, to let it go, but they would not, 
because they understood that the 
structure of our Government was 
threatened, so they said, ‘‘No, Mr. 
President, you cannot do that. We have 
got to make the judicial branch inde-
pendent,’’ because we have three 
branches of Government. 

When we are in conflict, we need that 
third branch of Government to render 
an independent judgment. That is what 
the American people ought to be able 
to depend upon. Every American voter 
ought to have the security that the 
structure of our Government, which 
has endured for 200 years, which has 
been a model for the whole rest of the 
world, will continue in its enduring 
form. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to get 
too melodramatic here on this vote. I 
do not want to overstate the case. How-
ever, I think it would be difficult, real-
ly, to overstate this case, because in 
the process of trying to respond to 
what the polls tell us and to what the 
public sentiment seems to be, to cut 
the budget, to give the President ex-
traordinary powers, to eliminate pork 
and so on, we are going to do real dam-
age to the fundamental underpinnings 
of our democracy. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col-
leagues to act as that Congress in 1939 
acted, to show the kind of political 
courage that they showed, to do the 
right thing as they did, to sustain our 
separation of powers, and to maintain 
the independence of the judicial branch 
of Government. 

Mr. Chairman, the issue cannot be 
overstated. I thank all of my friends 
and colleagues who have stated the ar-
gument so much better than I. Mr. 
Chairman, I would urge this body to 
support the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 119, noes 309, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No 85] 

AYES—119 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Barrett (WI) 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bishop 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Danner 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Durbin 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 

Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kennedy (RI) 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Mascara 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mineta 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 

Peterson (FL) 
Pomeroy 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

NOES—309 

Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brownback 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 

Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 

Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
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Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 

Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Martini 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 

Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Traficant 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING—6 

Becerra 
Collins (GA) 

Harman 
Miller (CA) 

Moakley 
Nadler 

b 1540 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair on this vote: 

Mr. Moakley for, with Mr. Collins of Geor-
gia against. 

Mr. BRYANT of Texas and Mr. KAN-
JORSKI changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ 
to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. WYNN changed his vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, during Rollcall 
Vote No. 85 on H.R. 2 I was unavoidably de-
tained. Had I been present I would have voted 
‘‘no’’. 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Today, I rise to fulfill my promises to 
the people of Florida’s 15th District. 

We have a debt of nearly $5 trillion. 
Our Government has run a deficit in 

33 of the last 34 years 
Today each newborn’s share of the 

national debt is about $17,000, and will 
reach over $28,000 by the time this 
child reaches the 1st grade. 

We will spend $310 billion to pay the 
interest on our debt this year. The in-
terest alone is about $4,600 per year for 
a family of three, such as my own fam-
ily. 

We must stop burdening our children. 
Like the balanced budget amend-

ment, the line-item veto is long over-
due. 

In combination, these two bills will 
go a long way in limiting expenditures 
and helping cut waste out of the budg-
et. 

Past attempts at line-item veto leg-
islation have failed to produce cuts, 
primarily because these bills left the 
final authority for cutting the funding 
with those who appropriated it in the 
first place. 

We have all heard the examples of 
waste that numerous private and gov-
ernment studies have pointed out. 

This line-item veto has teeth and 
gives the President permanent author-
ity to cut out wasteful spending. 

For the first time, the weight is in 
favor of cuts, not against them. 

Along with the balanced budget 
amendment, this will help us bring fis-
cal responsibility to our Government. 

Every expenditure will be forced to 
stand on its own merit. 

Democratic Congresses rejected giv-
ing a Republican President the line- 
item veto, they even rejected giving a 
Democrat President a true line-item 
veto. 

Today the Republican Congress gives 
a Democrat President and every future 
President line-item veto authority. 

This is the clearest demonstration of 
just how serious the new Republican 
Congress is to ensuring a bright future 
for our children. 

We recognize that our children’s fu-
ture is on the line. 

Republicans continue keeping our 
promises to the American people. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. SLAUGHTER 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. SLAUGHTER: 

Paragraph (3) of section 4 is amended to read 
as follows: 

(3) The term ‘‘targeted tax benefit’’ means 
any provision which has the practical effect 
of providing a benefit in the form of a dif-
ferent treatment to a particular taxpayer or 
a limited class of taxpayers whether or not 
such provisions is limited by its terms to a 
particular taxpayer or class of taxpayers. 
Such terms does not include any benefit pro-
vided to a class of taxpayers distinguished on 
the basis of general demographic conditions 
such as income, number of dependents, or 
marital status. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer this amendment in cooperation 

with my colleagues, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT]. This 
language has attracted strong bipar-
tisan support in the past and we hope 
that it will continue today. 

Mr. Chairman, the title of H.R. 2 says 
the bill’s purpose is, ‘‘to give the Presi-
dent item veto authority over appro-
priations and targeted tax benefits in 
revenue Acts,’’ but if we examine the 
statement more deeply we discover it 
is only half true. The legislation does 
extend the President’s authority over 
appropriations quite dramatically. 

The second half of the stated goal is 
not fulfilled. The definition of a tar-
geted tax benefit in H.R. 2 is extremely 
narrow and arbitrary, and as a rule the 
President is unable to rescind special 
tax loopholes that are hidden in rev-
enue bills. 

I have concerns about the potential I 
see in H.R. 2 to upset the careful bal-
ance of power established by the au-
thors of the Constitution. 

I also have doubts about the implicit 
assumption that the President is nec-
essarily tougher on the deficit than 
Congress. In the last 20 years Congress 
has approved $92 billion in rescissions, 
$20 billion more in cuts than the Presi-
dent has requested in the course of 
those two decades. 

But if the majority party in com-
mitted to shifting this power to the ex-
ecutive branch, then I would at least 
urge that we put everything on the 
table, both appropriations and tax 
loopholes. 

As introduced, H.R. 2 only allowed 
the President to use the veto on tax 
provisions that benefited five or fewer 
taxpayers. By voice vote, the com-
mittee increased this threshold to 100 
people or companies. 

But whether the number is 5 or 100, 
however, it does not go far enough. The 
legislation still protects tax breaks 
which pander to special interests and 
add billions of dollars to our budget 
deficit. 

b 1550 

We have all seen the lobbyists lin-
gering in ‘‘Gucci Gulch,’’ the famous 
corridor outside the Ways and Means 
hearing room. Their sole purpose is to 
secure sweetheart deals for their 
wealthy clients. The Slaughter-Barrett 
amendment recognizes that any Wash-
ington tax attorney worth his salary 
could get around the ‘‘100 or fewer tax-
payers’’ provision. As spending caps get 
tighter, inserting special tax breaks 
will be the only way Members can take 
home the bacon. Every forward-looking 
lobbyist knows that tax breaks are the 
future of pork. 

Simply stated, our amendment en-
sures that the President can rescind 
any tax benefit which gives special 
treatment to a group of taxpayers. 

I cannot claim, Mr. Chairman, to be 
the first office holder to spot this dis-
parity, nor the first to support a broad-
er definition of tax benefits as the solu-
tion. In fact, the Slaughter-Barrett 
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amendment has a long and distin-
guished pedigree in conservative cir-
cles. Republicans have offered the 
exact same language not once, not 
twice, but three times. We hope that 
Republicans and Democrats alike will 
again support it. 

Our definition of ‘‘targeted tax ben-
efit’’ was first offered on the floor of 
the House by former minority leader 
Bob Michel in April 1993, when he of-
fered a friendly amendment to the Sol-
omon-Castle substitute to H.R. 1578. 
This amendment passed by a vote of 257 
to 157, on an extremely broad bipar-
tisan basis. 

I would like to emphasize again that 
our language is exactly the same as 
Mr. Michel’s, word for word. 

This year, our precise definition is 
found again in S. 14, the line-item veto 
bill introduced by Senate Budget Com-
mittee Chairman PETE DOMENICI, word 
for word. 

More significant, Republicans contin-
ued to think that this broad definition 
of ‘‘tax benefit’’ was a good idea, be-
cause they included it in the Contract 
With America. In the best-selling 
version of the contract that you can 
find in bookstores today, right on top 
of page 33, our distinguished Speaker 
and majority leader explain that a tar-
geted tax benefit is ‘‘a provision that 
provides special treatment to a par-
ticular taxpayer or limited class of 
taxpayers.’’ That language is found 
here in our amendment, but not in the 
bill. 

When the Republican Conference re-
leased the legislative language for the 
contract, the line-item veto bill again 
included language identical to the 
Slaughter-Barrett amendment—word 
for word. But when the bill was intro-
duced, this broad definition was gone— 
replaced by the ‘‘five or fewer tax-
payers’’ wording. 

Our amendment also has the support 
of the Concord Coalition, certainly a 
leader in efforts to reduce the deficit. 
In a letter to me written yesterday, the 
coalition’s executive director wrote: 

Many tax provisions function as back-door 
entitlements and confer substantial eco-
nomic benefits to upper income individuals 
and special interests. If Congress passes leg-
islation that creates new tax entitlements or 
expands existing ones, the President should 
have the opportunity to veto them. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HOBSON). The time of the gentlewoman 
from New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER ] has 
expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
line-item veto aims to extract pork 
from legislation passed by Congress. 
This amendment recognizes that tax 
pork is every bit as insidious as spend-
ing pork. 

So I urge my colleagues to practice 
some truth in advertising. When the 
reading clerk stood up on the House 
floor earlier to designate this bill, he 
said: 

A bill to give the President item veto au-
thority over appropriation acts and targeted 
tax benefits in revenue acts. 

We do not want a half-truth right in 
the title of this bill. If our goal is truly 
to continue the progress we’ve made in 
cutting our budget deficit, then we 
must scrutinize both spending and 
taxes. If they are serious about cutting 
the pork, then both sides of the aisle 
will vote for this amendment. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WELDON]. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my distinguished 
colleague for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to respond to 
my good friend, the gentlewoman from 
New York. 

I was the original author of the Tar-
geted Tax Relief Disclosure Act for the 
last five sessions of Congress. I reintro-
duced it yesterday. I have introduced 
that legislation in every session of 
Congress since I have been here, start-
ing in 1987. In fact, Mr. Chairman, I in-
troduced that legislation as a result of 
a series in the Philadelphia Inquirer 
about the 1986 tax reform act written 
by Bartlett and Steel. 

That legislation had up to $30 billion 
of targeted rifle-shot tax provisions 
stuck in that bill. As a result of that, 
I introduced my legislation which I 
have again reintroduced in this session 
that does not eliminate rifle-shot pro-
visions. 

What it says is we must identify our-
selves up front, who is going to benefit 
up front, how much the transition rule 
or tax break is going to cost the Amer-
ican people. 

I find it somewhat ironic that we are 
debating this on the floor today, be-
cause the previous chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means stopped 
talking to me when I introduced the 
legislation. As a matter of fact, for the 
past four sessions I could not even get 
that amendment ruled in order on the 
House floor. 

I went to the Committee on Rules on 
every tax bill that came before this 
body, and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules on the majority side 
and the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means would not let me offer 
my amendment, and here we are saying 
that our side does not want to go far 
enough. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I find that some-
what ironic, because I have been push-
ing this issue for the last 9 years. 

Now, I am not satisfied. I think we 
should have a total prohibition in Ways 
and Means of giving these anonymous 
transition rules, not that sometimes 
they are not deserved, but a Member 
should identify himself or herself and 
be willing to make the case on this 
floor or in committee publicly when 
they want to give those breaks out. 

So I think we ought to go further, 
but to say somehow we have a double 
standard is just not true. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from New York [Ms. 
SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] is one 
of my dearest friends. I am sure he is 
absolutely accurate. The Committee on 
Rules probably did not accept his 
amendment but it has been voted for 
on the floor. 

It may have been they gave Mr. 
Michel precedence over your request 2 
years ago. It was Mr. Michel who made 
the amendment on the floor. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. If the 
gentleman will yield further, it was 
Mr. Michel. For the past five sessions 
it has been my bill called the Targeted 
Tax Relief Disclosure Act which has 
had bipartisan support which I have ar-
gued on every tax bill coming up before 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
eventually on this floor that has been 
ruled out of order. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel betrayed. I feel 
betrayed standing before my colleagues 
in the House of Representatives, be-
cause last session I went out on a limb, 
and I did what I thought was right for 
the American people. 

The language that we have before us 
today is the identical language that 
was presented to this House by the Re-
publican floor leader last year, Mr. 
Michel. 

I and a number of my Democratic 
colleagues bolted from our party to 
support this, because we thought, mis-
takenly it appears, that he was sincere 
and that the Republicans were sincere 
about having a line-item veto be a true 
weapon in the fight against our deficit. 

Let me tell you what Mr. Michel said 
at that time about the exact same 
words we have before the House today. 
Mr. Michel said: 

Quite frankly, if you are for special inter-
ests, then vote against my amendment. If 
you are for a more complex Tax Code, then 
vote against my amendment. If you believe 
the President should not be held hostage to 
special interests, then I say vote for my 
amendment today. It will make a better 
piece of legislation. 

The cock crowed once. 
But that is not the end of the story. 

During the campaign I spoke out 
against the Contract With America, 
but I made it clear that I was in favor 
of one component of the contract, the 
component that gave the President the 
line-item veto, and prior to the elec-
tion, the Republicans put forth the Fis-
cal Responsibility Act, and they said 
that the House Republicans will intro-
duce the following bill. The language 
in this bill is identical to the amend-
ment we have before us today. 

b 1600 

Mr. Chairman, the cock crowed a sec-
ond time. 

Following the election, I went out 
and bought this handy Contract With 
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America. It is available in your local 
bookstore for $10. 

I went into this book and again for 
the third time the Republicans said 
that they supported giving the Presi-
dent of the United States the authority 
to get rid of tax loopholes. They went 
further than that. They said, and I 
quote from the contract, ‘‘If we break 
this contract, throw us out.’’ Ladies 
and gentlemen, they are going to break 
the contract today, because now is the 
time when we are going to make the 
decision as to whether or not the Presi-
dent can get rid of tax loopholes. 

This is a do or die moment, and this 
is where the Republicans who unani-
mously last year said ‘‘Let’s give the 
President the authority to do this’’ are 
going to back off on their word. When 
they introduced this language last ses-
sion, I thought ‘‘You know, they are 
actually sincere about this, they are 
actually sincere about giving the Presi-
dent the authority to get rid of loop-
holes.’’ But now today we are going to 
get a chance to vote on it on the House 
floor, and I do not think they are going 
to vote for it today. 

What is going on here? Why cannot 
the Republicans get rid of this power? 
If you were to draw a caricature of a 
Republican, you would think he was in-
terested in tax loopholes for the rich. 

I would argue, I will personally set 
up a Loopholes Anonymous Club in 
this House of Representatives for those 
Members of the majority party who are 
willing to say ‘‘We are also against 
loopholes,’’ because anybody in this 
House of Representatives who is seri-
ous about the deficit wants to get rid 
of two things. They want to get rid of 
pork-barrel spending, and they also 
want to get rid of tax loopholes for the 
rich. 

So let us not draw this arbitrary 
number of 100 because if you are going 
to draw the number of 100 for the tax 
loopholes, then draw 100 for the tax ap-
propriation. I do not think you should 
be drawing a number for either. I do 
not think appropriation bills or rev-
enue bills in this House of Representa-
tives should have either pork-barrel 
spending or a tax loophole for the rich 
or tax loopholes for special interests. 

But to do that is going to take cour-
age. I have talked to a lot of my new 
colleagues who are very gleeful because 
they are here, and they tell me that we 
are in the midst of a revolution, in the 
midst of a revolution that is going to 
change America. 

What have we done in the first couple 
of weeks? We passed the Congressional 
Accountability Act. A very good bill. 
Of course, there is no personal liability 
to it. If someday violates it, the Gov-
ernment pays. 

We passed the balanced budget 
amendment, which does not take effect 
for at least 7 years. This is the first bill 
that we have before us today that is 
going to affect the Members of this 
House of Representatives today or to-
morrow or when this bill passes. 

So what happens? The Republicans 
blink, they do not want to give up that 

precious power to slip special tax loop-
holes into revenue bills. 

Again, I beg my Members, my fellow 
Members; last year probably 40 Demo-
crats bolted across this aisle and said 
‘‘Mr. Michel and the Republicans were 
right.’’ We defied our party leadership 
and said let us do what is right for the 
American people. This is the first op-
portunity this session where I think 
the Members of the Republican side 
should say to their leadership ‘‘Leader-
ship, you are wrong. We think it is 
wrong to be the party of loopholes.’’ 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HOBSON). The time of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT] has ex-
pired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BARRETT 
of Wisconsin was allowed to proceed for 
2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, this is the first opportunity 
where I think the Members of the Re-
publican Party should go to their lead-
ership and say ‘‘Mr. speaker, we do not 
want to be known as the party that 
cares only about special tax loopholes. 
We want to be the party that cares 
about middle America. Let’s do the 
right thing. Let’s give the President 
the authority to get rid of pork barrel 
spending, and let’s give the President 
the authority to get rid of the tax loop-
holes for the wealthy.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, we can do it today. We 
should do it today. I ask you to do it 
today. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise because I have 
to respond to some of the comments I 
have heard on the floor. It is absolutely 
amazing to me; this is my ninth year 
in Congress. I was not planning on 
speaking on this bill, but to hear my 
colleagues on the other side saying 
they have been steadfast in their sup-
port to eliminate targeted tax breaks, 
that is mind-boggling to me, because in 
the 8 years that I have been here the 
minority party now was the majority 
party that controlled the Committee 
on Ways and Means and the Committee 
on Rules. 

Mr. Chairman, every one of the ses-
sions that I have been here I went be-
fore the Committee on Rules and went 
to the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, and I said, ‘‘Please 
accept my Targeted Tax Relief Disclo-
sure Act,’’ which does not eliminate 
them, but it says publicly identify 
yourself. I did that because the year 
before I came to this body the majority 
party passed the 1986 Tax Reform Act. 

Mr. Chairman, the Philadelphia 
Enquirer, in analyzing that act in a 
five-part series, which I distributed to 
every Member of this body as well as 
the other body, identified up to $40 bil-
lion of rifleshot provisions stuck in 
that bill, primarily anonymously, by 
Members of the majority party, which 
I thought was ridiculous. There was a 
paragraph in the 1986 Tax Reform Act 
that went something like this: Any cit-

izen residing in Tarrant County, TX 
owing a tax liability of x amount and 
being born between such and such a 
year and such and such a year is hereby 
forgiven that tax liability. I thought 
that was outrageous. 

There was also a provision in that 
bill that gave special tax treatment to 
an individual to finance two ships in 
Japan that are currently hauling Japa-
nese cars to our American shores. As a 
matter of fact, I was ready to hold a 
press conference at the Port of Balti-
more to identify this ship and say: 
‘‘Who is the Member of Congress that 
stuck this special tax treatment in the 
bill?’’ Because the Committee on Ways 
and Means chairman would not let us 
have access to the records to tell us 
who put that provision in that bill. 

Mr. Chairman, these things have 
been going on since I have been here 
for 9 years, and the current minority 
party did nothing—nothing—to take 
any one of those provisions out nor to 
support my effort in the Rules Com-
mittee or on the floor of this House, in 
the Ways and Means Committee, or 
when I testified before the bipartisan 
Commission to Reform the Congress, 
where I said, ‘‘Please accept my tar-
geted tax relief disclosure.’’ 

By the way, Mr. Chairman, that pro-
vision was accepted by the bipartisan 
Commission which my friend and col-
league was cochair of. But as it worked 
its way to the floor last fall, the 
Speaker and the leadership pulled that 
provision out. 

Now, we hear that our party really 
does not care about targeted tax relief. 
I am not a member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, I am not a tax 
lawyer, and I am not an expert on tax 
policies. I have been told the reason 
why they will not accept what was the 
Michel legislative language last year 
was because it was unworkable and in 
fact it could be a killer. Now, if it can 
be workable, I will accept it. I am not 
a tax lawyer. I will leave it up to the 
Ways and Means Committee staff and 
counsel. But to have our colleagues on 
the other side stand up and say some-
how that the majority party does not 
care about this issue or that somehow 
we are for giving tax breaks to wealthy 
citizens and corporations is absolute 
hogwash—absolute hogwash. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman could not 
have made the point better for me. He 
talks about what happened in the past. 
I did not vote with Mr. Rostenkowski 
in the past. A number of us did not 
vote with him because we disagreed 
with him. But that was yesterday, and 
yesterday is gone. 

This is a new day in Congress, and 
now the gentleman is in the leadership, 
the gentleman is in the majority, and 
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three times the Republican Party pub-
licly stated that they were for getting 
rid of these tax loopholes. This is the 
do or die moment. Are you or are you 
not ready to get rid of your tax loop-
holes? 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Re-
claiming my time, I will say to my col-
league and my friend and distinguished 
gentleman, I am very happy that we 
have legislation in this particular piece 
of legislation which gives the President 
authority that your party would not 
give him, despite the fact that he is of 
your party, which we are going to give 
him. I am happy we have something 
here. But I will pledge to the gen-
tleman that I will work with him as 
long as counsel on the Ways and Means 
Committee says we can do it to bring 
this legislation or have it even broad-
ened to eliminate all provisions that 
would give special tax breaks. 

I will work as a Member who is not 
on the Ways and Means Committee to 
accomplish that. What I object to is 
Members of the other side all of a sud-
den seeing a spirit coming down from 
the skies that they have been pushing 
this issue for years. That is the abso-
lute most disgusting thing I have heard 
on this House floor. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. WELDON] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WELDON 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentlewoman from Illinois. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the thing I am so 
amazed about now is that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania is so fired 
up when we have this amendment here, 
and I am hoping that his side of the 
aisle is going to vote for it and we are 
going to vote for it and the gentleman 
is finally going to get his wish after 9 
long years. It seems to me the gen-
tleman should be happy about that. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I am 
happy that the gentlewoman has 
brought the issue up. What I am saying 
is in my opinion it is superficial. I saw 
no effort over the past 9 years to move 
this legislation. Now that we have 
taken the lead, the other side of the 
aisle wants to come in and try to make 
it look as though we are not going far 
enough. I promise to the gentlewoman 
that I will work with her to toughen up 
this particular provision. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I did not intend to en-
gage in this debate either, but it is 
very interesting that my colleague 
from Pennsylvania says we are con-
fessed sinners. We are confessed sin-
ners. I agree with his proposition and 
would have supported it if it had been 
part of the bill in previous years. 

b 1610 
We do know that one of the most dis-

graceful things in the Congress of the 
United States is these special loopholes 
for wealthy people and wealthy cor-
porations in America. I say to my col-
leagues: ‘‘Here is the opportunity, if 
you trust the President, to carry out 
the stoppage of special loophole provi-
sions. We can give him that author-
ity.’’ 

Now let me suggest that we are 
about—and I know the majority side 
with the minority have been working 
on welfare reform—this is an issue of 
corporate welfare, of rich persons wel-
fare. As my colleagues know, we can 
identify a lot of things in this country 
that the average citizen can learn to 
hate, but it is a type of corporate wel-
fare with special tax provisions with 
the very wealthy corporations and in-
dividuals of this country that really 
cause a great portion of the deficit that 
we are all into the burden of today. 

Now my colleagues know we can 
argue it started out in committee, and 
I happen to sit on the committee. We 
wanted to stop a tax loophole for five 
persons; how ridiculous, for five per-
sons. We finally raised a little devil on 
that. Some of us wanted to make it 
without limitation because we really 
believe, and I fundamentally believe, 
that the Tax Code of America is only 
to be practiced if it is fair and equi-
table to all taxpayers of America 
equally. This idea that wealthy cor-
porations or wealthy Americans can 
come and hire the Gucci lobbyists that 
the majority party campaigned against 
just last November, and they lined up 
at the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and they bring in their high-powered, 
multimillion-dollar lawyers, and they 
win these special phrases, these special 
clauses, or, as the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] indicated, 
the gentleman who is born in some par-
ticular county between the years such 
and such and such and such that only 
applies to one known living human 
being on Earth, and they forgive the 
tax responsibility of this Government, 
is insane, it is dishonest, it is intellec-
tually dishonest, and it will bring down 
this Government. 

Now, if we are serious, if we are seri-
ous about the line-item veto, we ought 
to stop earmarking for special provi-
sions. We are going to vote for that. We 
ought to also, on the other side of the 
ledger, give the President of the United 
States the authority to strike out spe-
cial tax provisions for very few people 
who are smart enough to work the in-
side Beltway of Washington, DC. Some 
of us have been here 10 years, and have 
fought against it for 10 years, and have 
lost. 

If, in fact, this is a new Congress with 
a new breath of fresh air, and if they 
are going to live by their contract that 
they signed in September 1994, this is 
the true test. 

I joined my friend on the committee, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
BARRETT], when he said this is the real 

test of whether or not the majority 
party is going to do away with special 
provisions and special loopholes. This 
is the time when they are going to de-
cide that corporate reform is as impor-
tant to do away with corporate welfare 
as it is to do away with misuse and 
abuse in public welfare in this country, 
and it is unfair for us to strike up here 
and sound like we are suddenly reborn 
from sinners and that we become pure, 
but when it goes to the wealthy side of 
America, we refuse to stop the loop-
holes and the special taxation favors. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I was 
anxious, and I wish that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] who 
started this discourse, would have 
stayed here because I wanted to com-
mend the gentleman because he is ac-
curate, and we are not without sin on 
this side. He is true; what he has said 
is true. In the past there have been ex-
amples in those tax bills where there 
have been special benefits for, like the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania said, the 
wealthy or special corporations, for 
special individuals, et cetera. That has 
been there. Many of us on this side of 
the aisle did not like that either. We 
think it is wrong. 

And this is not the first time though 
that we, as Democrats, have attempted 
to do something about it. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania is wrong. 
We have. We passed the bill, the line 
item veto, with just a majority provi-
sion last year with a large amount of 
both Democrat and Republican sup-
port. It did no go anywhere in the Sen-
ate; like a lot of other things, got 
stopped by a little filibuster over there, 
or whatever. It got stopped by both 
Democrats and—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI was allowed to proceed for 3 ad-
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. VOLKMER. But in there there 
was a provision for the President hav-
ing this basically same identical au-
thority. That was a Democratic bill, 
but basically a bipartisan bill. But it 
was sponsored by, primarily, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] and 
we passed that. 

So, we have done things. I say to my 
colleagues, don’t tell us we haven’t 
done things. Some of us have been able 
to do that, and we feel just as strongly 
as some of your Members because some 
of us feel that that is not fair. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman 
says, it is not fair that certain people 
can use their money to get lobbyists 
down here to be able to get special 
treatment in the Tax Code, and there-
fore we need to stop it, and I agree 
with the gentleman, but we think right 
now that the language in this amend-
ment does go better than the language 
in the bill. I say to my colleagues, the 
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language that you have in the bill, if 
you got 101 or 105, you got to make 
sure you get 105 people there. Then the 
President can’t line-item it. I think 
that you need to look at that and say-
ing only those are tax benefits. 

Before I yield back, and I will get the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI] additional time, but I just 
want to make one other observation. I 
will go back a little further than the 
1986 tax bill. I will go back to one in 
1981, and, if my colleagues want to talk 
about some special benefits, I can tell 
them about some special benefits in 
1981 to certain people. 

There is a corporation known as Gen-
eral Electric. In the 1981 tax bill, which 
is known as a Reagan tax bill, General 
Electric, as a result of that tax bill, 
not only did not have to pay any taxes 
on all of their income in 1991 fiscal 
year, but guess what, folks? They were, 
because of special provisions in that 
bill for General Electric under the 
Reagan tax bill, were able to go back 
for 2 proceeding years and get all the 
money back that they had paid in. 

And I say to my colleagues, ‘‘They 
got more back, folks, than you will 
earn in a lifetime—you will earn, not 
pay tax, but you will earn in a life-
time.’’ 

That was the Reagan tax bill. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Reclaiming my 

time, Mr. Chairman, so that this de-
bate is very clear, in committee the 
markup started out with only five. It 
was the minority side of the committee 
that asked the question, ‘‘Why only 
five? Why should there be limits?’’ So 
apparently between markup and rules, 
Mr. Chairman, it was raised to a hun-
dred. 

I would like the majority to defend 
why we should allow protection for spe-
cial tax loopholes for 101 and 102. What 
is the magic number there? Why? 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, line item veto is an 
idea whose time has arrived to give the 
President the right to cut out wasteful 
spending here in Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, the grave concern for 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle has been that we are giving the 
President too much power. The current 
proposed amendment seeks to give the 
President the veto for an entire middle 
class tax cut, if he so desires. The way 
the bill is currently drafted, the Presi-
dent can veto narrow, special tax bene-
fits for favored friends of powerful 
Members of Congress, which is good. 
However the current amendment gives 
the President far too much power and 
expands the scope of the veto well be-
yond that which was intended by the 
line item veto. Well, H.R. 2 permits 
veto of special benefits for special 
friends. The current amendment would 
open the entire Tax Code to individual 
line item vetoes. This amendment is 
too powerful, too expansive and dan-
gerous and should be defeated. 

b 1620 
Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. I yield to 

the gentleman from Massachusetts. 
Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I appre-

ciate what the gentlewoman from New 
York and my good friend the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin are trying to do 
in support of their intent. Unfortu-
nately, I don’t believe the amendment 
fixes the problem H.R. 2 is trying to 
solve. 

The language included in the con-
tract version of the line item veto was 
intended to accomplish what H.R. 2 
does now. The provision’s purpose was 
to permit the President to item veto 
special tax breaks for special friends of 
powerful Members of Congress. 

Unfortunately, the contract language 
was unartfully crafted. By stating a 
targeted tax benefit is one that applies 
to ‘‘a particular taxpayer or limited 
class of taxpayers,’’ the contract lan-
guage inadvertently opened the entire 
Tax Code to possible item veto much in 
fact, every single item in the IRS code 
must by its very nature apply to some 
‘‘limited tax class of taxpayers.’’ 

Because the intent of the contract 
language was to permit the veto of rifle 
shots or special deals for special 
friends, our committee worked with 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
the Joint Committee on Taxation to 
more precisely define the term ‘‘tar-
geted tax benefit.’’ 

Following discussions in committee 
where members concluded that the lan-
guage of H.R. 2 which limited the cat-
egory to five or fewer taxpayers was 
too restrictive, we accepted a bipar-
tisan amendment to change the defini-
tion to include 100 or fewer taxpayers, 
again seeking to get at rifle shots or 
special deals. 

I can tell you the Committee on 
Ways and Means people are not happy, 
believing that we have once again 
broadened the category well beyond 
fixing the problem. Nevertheless, we 
support the language reported by our 
committee and included in the base 
text as sufficiently broad to fix the 
problem of special deals, while narrow 
enough to prevent the President from 
vetoing such general purpose provi-
sions as the middle class tax cut or 
child care tax credit. 

This is a responsible, well-crafted, 
middle-of-the-road approach which 
should be supported, and I urge Mem-
bers to support the base tax and defeat 
this amendment. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to re-
spond to my colleague that this would 
not apply to the middle-class income 
tax. It specifically states in the Con-
tract With America, ‘‘Such term does 
not include any benefit provided to a 
class of taxpayers distinguished on the 
basis of general conditions such as in-
come, number of dependents or marital 
status.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, I rise very strongly in 
support of the amendment offered by 
my distinguished colleagues from the 
great States of New York and Wis-
consin. The line item veto bill address-
es the deficit by giving the President 
the power to cut pork-barrel projects 
out of appropriations bills. It gives the 
President broad authority to line item 
veto any spending, regardless of the 
amount, from the entire spending to 
only one dollar of spending. 

Yet the authors on the other side of 
the aisle of this legislation have left 
the job half done. It gives the President 
very narrow authority to line item 
veto tax provisions, only those which 
benefit 100 or fewer people. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are going to be 
tough on spending, should we not like-
wise be tough on a tax giveaways? In 
the committee, and I was a member of 
the committee, in the original text of 
H.R. 2, we addressed the problem of 
targeted tax benefits only in the most 
limited way. It allowed the President 
to rescind these sweetheart tax deals, 
but defined them as provisions which 
benefited five or fewer people. The 
Democrats on the committee worked 
with some of the Republicans and man-
aged to raise the limit to 100 in the 
markup. But the fundamental problem 
remains. The artificial numerical num-
ber can easily be fudged. Any smart 
lawyer will easily write tax loopholes 
to avoid the President’s veto. It will 
simply benefit 101 or 102 people. Then 
the President will not be able to strike 
it out. 

As we have heard, the Republican 
Party has long been the champion of a 
much broader definition, right up to 
the point that they gained the major-
ity. Now we see a sudden switch. The 
Republicans’ Contract With America, 
signed by practically every Member on 
the other side of the aisle, contained 
the very same language being offered 
in this amendment today. 

Make no mistake, this is a critical 
vote. Many would view this amend-
ment as the first step on the slippery 
slope of selling out to special interests. 
If you are for special interests, then 
vote against this amendment. I chal-
lenge my Republican colleagues to sup-
port the amendment and to keep the 
promises they have made to the Amer-
ican people. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. GUTIERREZ], who has worked on 
this issue. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding, 
because I want to make one point very 
clear: This Democrat in the last Con-
gress of the United States voted for the 
strongest line item veto that was pro-
posed, including this provision. So do 
not try to argue as though no one on 
this side of the aisle was supporting 
the strong kind of line item veto. 

As a matter of fact, I suggest to the 
freshmen and the sophomore who I am 
in the same class, he defy your leader-
ship. True, it was a little difficult in 
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my cloakroom, but they still fed me, 
they still gave me water to drink, and, 
as you can see, I am still here. 

So stand up for what you believe in 
and do the right thing and vote your 
conscience. you know what is right. Do 
it. Others have done it, and we are still 
here, alive and well, and, thank, God, 
healthy. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to this 
debate very attentively. It has been 
very intense, and I think we have got-
ten most of the points out. It has moti-
vated me to go back to the RECORD, 
however, and try to find out who said 
what when and what was expected and 
that was not, because I have great re-
spect for the efforts of the gentle-
woman from New York who has offered 
this amendment. 

My problem with it is that it seemed 
very broad, and it seemed, in my view, 
a little bit unworkable in that it is 
overbroad. I have some feeling, as we 
have heard from some of the debate, 
that the question of over-broadness 
may very well be a judicial question 
someday with this legislation. 

I went back to the amendment, and if 
I read the amendment correctly that 
has been offered, we talk about what 
the term targeted tax benefit actually 
means, trying to put a description on 
something that Mr. Michel himself did 
describe in his words before this body, 
and I will get to those words. 

But when we get into the definition 
of the amendment, and I am reading 
from this, it says, ‘‘Such term does not 
include any benefit provided to a class 
of taxpayers distinguished on the basis 
of general demographic conditions.’’ 
That is very broad, but it has been fur-
ther qualified, ‘‘such as income, num-
ber of dependents, or marital status.’’ 

Well, that leaves a very serious ambi-
guity about other demographic ques-
tions such as gender, race, age, sexual 
preference. These are all points that I 
think now become an ambiguity. I 
know that the gentlewoman does not 
wish to give us am ambiguous piece of 
legislation. 

I did go back and look into the exact 
language that Mr. Michel used on April 
29, 1993, in the RECORD, and he said, 
using his words in paraphrase, ‘‘You 
will hear that it is uncertain what I 
mean by the term ‘targeted tax bene-
fits’ by those who oppose this.’’ 

I think that is exactly what we have 
got here. Those who are basically op-
posed to trying to get at closing these 
loopholes are basically trying to put 
words in Mr. Michel’s mouth here 
about what he meant. 

If you read the record, it is rather 
clear that Mr. Michel went through 
what I am calling special interest tax 
breaks, all the things we are trying to 
get at here. 

When you get to the bottom of what 
he said, he said, ‘‘I will confer. I will sit 
down with the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,’’ who was 
his good friend, who is unfortunately 

no longer here, as Mr. Michel is not, 
‘‘and we will work out the details of 
this.’’ 

We did work out the details. We did 
it with slightly different people in dif-
ferent areas. We went through the 
Committee on Ways and Means, the 
Joint Tax Committee, and now the 
Committee on Government Reform, 
and we have done this in the Govern-
ment in sunshine, openly, and come to 
a conclusion of what the best definition 
is that will work, that will withstand 
the judicial overview and any other 
test that can be made of it, and I think 
we have come up with a better solution 
than the gentlewoman from New York 
has. 

b 1630 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
BLUTE]. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing to me. 

I think one point that is glaring here 
is that throughout this debate on the 
line-item veto authority, the minority, 
during the general debate, during the 
debate on the amendments, made a 
strong case that they felt that this bill 
ceded too much power to the executive, 
that it tilted the balance of powers in 
a way that was not a good thing for our 
democracy. 

And in this amendment, there is a re-
verse argument that we need to expand 
the President’s power broadly, as this 
amendment would do. 

This bill is attempting to narrow the 
scope of the President’s power. We do 
not believe he should be all powerful, 
and we agree with the minority on 
that. But we do think he should have 
the power in this narrow sense. 

So I would just say that there seems 
to be two different arguments coming 
from minority on this bill. 

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Chairman, I yield to the gentlewoman 
from New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is 
certainly one of the most thoughtful 
Members of this House and a good 
friend of mine. 

I should say to him that I did not do 
a lot of research on this. I took the 
words directly out of the Contract 
With America, I assumed that after Mr. 
Michel had done his consultation with 
Mr. Rostenkowski and come up with 
what is language is that what—— 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, unfortu-
nately, I did not hear everything. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, my 
microphone was not on. As I heard the 
gentleman’s remarks, that after Mr. 
Michel spoke on the floor on the 
amendment, he decided it was too 
broad and conferred with Mr. 
Rosteknowski to come up with what 
was determined to be the proper lan-
guage, which is what we have now. 

Mr. GOSS. Unfortunately, as the gen-
tlewoman knows, that never transpired 
into final fruition. So what happened 

is, we have put it back into a process 
to complete the concern that Mr. 
Michel had about what does this really 
mean. And we have done that process 
of completing what it means. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise in 
support of this essential amendment. 
We have heard a lot of rhetoric today 
about the importance of eliminating 
wasteful spending from our budget. 
And I agree with much of that rhetoric. 
Far too often taxpayers have been 
forced to carry the burden in this Na-
tion for our inability to stand up for 
them and to say no to pet projects of 
lobbyists and pork barrel projects of 
special interest groups. 

However, today supporters of this 
bill, despite all of the rhetoric about 
protecting the taxpayers and pro-
moting fiscal responsibility, have en-
gaged in a sneaky end run around the 
American people. 

This bill does help the President go 
after pork, some pork. But this bill, 
without the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from New York [Ms. 
SLAUGHTER] and the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT], also goes on 
record as saying, you know what, some 
pork is okay. We might be able to go 
on a little diet, but we are not kicking 
the habit completely. 

Yes, wasteful spending is a problem 
that is diverting money from the real 
needs of America. But just as impor-
tantly, just as importantly, so are 
those targeted tax giveaways designed 
to give a break to your favorite lob-
byist, powerful interest group or a 
privileged group of people. These free 
rides cost the treasury just like waste-
ful spending does. 

Every time we pass a tax credit, a re-
fund or a break that benefits a par-
ticular group or special interest at the 
expense of America, we are creating 
more pork. Without the Slaughter-Bar-
rett amendment, we are saying that 
with one swipe of the pen, the Presi-
dent can eliminate any spending, any 
spending he so chooses. What if the 
President decides he wants to elimi-
nate tax benefits for foreign corpora-
tion or giveaways to foreign investors? 

More importantly, what if the Presi-
dent decides that a capital gains tax 
cut that overwhelmingly benefits only 
the richest 5 percent of America de-
serves the swipe of his veto pen? What 
if our President decides that we abso-
lutely cannot afford to drain our treas-
ury of billions, yes, my colleagues, bil-
lions of dollars for a tax cut for the 
wealthiest Americans at a time when 
we are trying to save and cut every 
dollar that we possibly can? 

What if our President decides he 
wants to side, for a change, with work-
ing men and women and say no to a tax 
giveaway, to a narrowly-directed group 
of people? 

Well, this bill says he cannot do it. 
You cannot do it, Mr. President, be-
cause we are not interested in that 
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kind of pork. Your veto pen is dry if 
you want to use it to stop tax give-
aways. 

That, my colleagues, is a fatal flaw 
in this bill. But the remedy is simple. 
There is a cure. The remedy is this 
amendment. 

If we are truly on the side of the 
American people and against wasteful 
spending today, then let us go all the 
way. Let us kick the habit. Let us not 
protect the special interests, the lobby-
ists, the favor seekers in these halls 
who want to leave here today with 
their tax breaks intact. 

My colleagues, I did not know until 
today that this Contract With America 
could be amended. I knew there were a 
lot of amendments to the Constitution 
in this contract, but I did not know 
this could be amended. But today we 
have heard that is was unartfully craft-
ed, not my words, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts stated that it was 
unartfully crafted. 

Well, I am going to read it again with 
a good lawyer by my side. 

Another gentleman on the other side 
said, well, we have finally come up, 
these are not my words, with the best 
definition to date. It is written, it is 
printed, but today we came up with the 
best definition. Maybe we will have to 
add an appendage for definitions to this 
so we can all know what it really 
means. 

And lastly, it is certainly good to 
raise the flag of bipartisanship when it 
is on the balanced budget amendment, 
applaud for the bipartisanship; when it 
is on unfunded mandate, applaud for 
the bipartisanship; and when Demo-
crats stand up to say, let us do the 
right thing together and it is good, but 
I am with you. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. GUTIER-
REZ] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. 
BUTIERREZ was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. I tell the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, he and I 
know each other. He knows I have been 
for a line-item veto. My record is clear. 
There are many of us on this side, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BAR-
RETT], many of us. So do not chastise 
us. Do not ridicule us by saying that 
somehow we are hypocritical and John-
ny-come-latelies on this when we have 
stood up and now that the gentleman is 
in the majority, it is bipartisan, too, 
when I am with him, just like it was bi-
partisan when other Members of my 
party joined the gentleman in the past 
2 weeks. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
great deal of respect for the gentleman 
from Illinois. I think his courage is 
pretty obvious to everyone in this 
Chamber. I would just simply point out 
that the amendment in the committee 
that set the limit of 100 was offered by 

Members of the minority party and 
adopted and voted for by Members of 
the majority party in a bipartisan way. 
So I agree it should not be a partisan 
issue. 

And in the committee, the com-
mittee adopted a Democratic amend-
ment. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, I would just sim-
ply suggest one thing. We all know 
what happens in the committee. We all 
know how Members get on these com-
mittees. 

But here we are, in the Committee of 
the Whole. We can correct and rectify 
any problem. Because we know they 
make mistakes in that committee. 
They get too cozy with each other in 
that committee. They spend so many 
years together. It is get along, come 
along. 

This is the Committee of the Whole 
right here. Let us do the right thing 
right here. The gentleman and I can do 
it. I ask the Republicans to join us. 
They are in the majority. Let us do 
what we have got to do and let us 
eliminate these tax breaks. 

b 1640 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. GUTIERREZ], my good 
friend, we have chatted many, many 
times. I also know he has had great 
courage in the past. I know by his own 
leadership he was chastised for coming 
out in support of what he really be-
lieved, and I respect the gentleman for 
that. 

However, I would like to reiterate 
this is a Democratic amendment, the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT], an 
amendment in the committee. I do not 
know what the gentleman meant about 
how we get appointed on those commit-
tees. I asked for my specific commit-
tees, and I am sure that my friend, the 
gentleman from Illinois, asked for his 
committee, as I did. 

The only thing that I would say, we 
are being chastised for coming up with 
a line-item veto when the minority 
party had power for 40 years, and re-
fused to come up with a line-item veto. 
It is like I wanted to buy a Ford all 
these years, and now I am buying 
Chevys and Fords and I am getting 
chastised for it. It is just not logical. 

The line-item veto is very important, 
whether it is a Republican President or 
a Democratic President. The pork that 
we need to take a cut at is all the pork. 
I agree with the gentleman on that. 

However, we are trying to do some-
thing in the contract that we feel is 
very, very important. That is to give 
the President of the United States 
what many of the Governors have. 
That is a line-item veto. 

I think that this case of 100 play 
level, especially since it was adopted in 
the committee, I am quite serious, I 
have not looked at it. I am not even 

sure what it is. However, I also know if 
it was adopted in the committee, it 
must have had pretty good bipartisan 
support to make it. I will take a look 
at it seriously before we come up on it. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I serve on the committee, so 
I am certainly familiar with what hap-
pened on the committee. This amend-
ment that raised it from 5 to 100 was 
not the first amendment that was of-
fered on this issue. 

The first amendment offered on this 
issue was offered by the gentleman 
from South Carolina, Mr. SPRATT. That 
was defeated. It was a wider amend-
ment than the one we have before us 
today. That was defeated with every 
Republican voting against it and one 
Democrat voting against it. The rest of 
the Democrats voted in favor of it. 

Obviously at that point, Mr. Chair-
man, having failed to get the wider and 
the version closer to the Contract With 
America, there still was a belief, I 
think, at that time by both parties 
that 5 was just ridiculously low, and it 
went from 5 to 100. That was not con-
troversial. 

However, the major debate, Mr. 
Chairman, actually occurred around 
the amendment, the first amendment 
from the gentleman from South Caro-
lina, Mr. SPRATT. I understand the gen-
tleman from South Carolina will prob-
ably be introducing that amendment 
tomorrow, as well. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, and I thank the 
gentleman for the clarification, but 
again, I would repeat, he has had the 
majority for 40 years and they have not 
come up with a single line item veto. 
We are trying to do that today, but yet 
they are still trying to chastise us, or 
maybe to look at it better, maybe they 
are trying to improve it. I compliment 
the gentleman for that. 

However, it is very, very important 
that we get it. It is bipartisan. I ask for 
the support of the line item veto. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I just want to suggest that, No. 1, we 
are all friends on the committees. We 
are close to one another on the com-
mittees and we do a lot of work there. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Most of the 
time. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, that 
is simply my point. I do not want any-
body to make any other inference of 
that point, and I apologize if anyone 
took it any differently, No. 1. No. 2 is, 
the gentleman is lucky if he gets the 
complete assignments he wished. 

I bought a book called ‘‘Adventures 
in Pork Land,’’ sent it out to the 75 
winners of the primary, of the general 
election in November 1992, sent it out 
to them. Really, they all got it. I said, 
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‘‘Read this book, because I think it is 
something good for us to get to when 
we organize as a freshman class in 
1992.’’ 

How do I get on the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs? 
Great committee, but I got there be-
cause there were four slots they could 
not fill. They could not deny me that 
committee slot. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Reclaiming my 
time, they begged us to take them, too, 
right after the S&L, and no one would 
take them. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield, I 
have not quite gotten the committee 
assignments I have asked for, but I 
have been able to work well here with 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] with my Democratic col-
leagues, and look forward to working 
with all of them. 

However, I just suggest that there 
are some of us, a few of us, maybe, that 
were for the line item veto, the strong-
est line item veto. To simply suggest 
that now, with a stroke of the pen, that 
we were all against it, just is not quite 
fair to us and our position. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I also rise in strong 

support of the Slaughter-Barrett 
amendment. Since my first election in 
Congress, I have been a very strong 
proponent and supporter of giving the 
President enhanced rescission author-
ity or a line-item veto. As a self-ac-
knowledged deficit hawk, I believe we 
have to address all legislation, which 
includes a large number of special in-
terest provisions, which can increase 
the deficit. 

There are essentially three ways in 
which we spend money and increase the 
deficit. They are through direct spend-
ing of appropriations money, appro-
priated spending; they are through con-
tract authority, spending on contract, 
not appropriated; and they are through 
special tax incentives, or called tax ex-
penditures. I favor including all three 
of those in a line-item veto bill, and to-
morrow I will be proposing an amend-
ment to include contract authority as 
well as tax expenditures. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been said many 
times on this side of the aisle, ‘‘I’m not 
a tax attorney and I don’t know,’’ or 
‘‘I’m not a tax attorney and I can’t tell 
you this.’’ I am a tax attorney. I spent 
12 years with the Internal Revenue 
Service, 11 years in private tax prac-
tice, and I can tell the Members that 
the wording of this amendment is no 
less enforceable or operational than 
the wording in H.R. 2. 

I have very severe questions about 
and problems with the wording in H.R. 
2. As currently defined, it would limit 
the provisions to those which benefit 
100 or fewer beneficiaries. 

Two main problems: First of all, it is 
not clear to me how in the real world 
the President or we in Congress specifi-
cally determine which specific provi-

sions are in fact going to affect 100 or 
101 or 99 specific individuals. 

To outline this, I think that it is 
clear to me that this is far too narrow, 
being the second problem I have, to 
demonstrate. Let me just cite from the 
committee’s report on H.R. 2, page 8, 
dealing with enhanced rescission au-
thority. 

To start from the committee report, 
it says ‘‘The special tax benefits Con-
gress added,’’ and they are talking 
about the 1992 Revenue Act, citing that 
as an example where Congress, in an 
attempt to do one thing, which was 
create enterprise zones, Congress added 
on many different tax benefits: ‘‘The 
special tax benefits Congress added 
covered such interests as special ex-
emptions for certain rural mail car-
riers, special rules for Federal Express 
pilots, deductions for operators of li-
censed cotton warehouses, exemptions 
for some small firearms manufactur-
ers, and exemptions for certain ferry 
operators.’’ 

That is from the majority’s com-
mittee report. I would ask the Mem-
bers of the majority, which of these 
provisions affect more than 100 and 
which affect fewer than 100? I would 
suggest to them that it is impossible 
under the language in H.R. 2, Mr. 
Chairman, to accomplish the very pur-
pose and intent which the committee 
report suggests they are including this 
language to accomplish. 

More importantly, Mr. Chairman, I 
think that we ought to take a look 
back at the line-item veto provisions 
we have already passed in the last ses-
sion, and to suggest we had the control 
for 40 years and we have never passed a 
line-item veto, not true. 

We passed a line-item veto bill in the 
last session of this House. We passed it 
with bipartisan support. In fact, the 
language that is proposed in this 
amendment is not only the identical 
language which Mr. Michel proposed, 
and which several of my friends sitting 
here in the floor and who have been 
here, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY], the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. BOEHLERT], the gentleman from 
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY], the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING-
RICH], the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
GOSS], the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
HOBSON], the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], all of whom voted 
in support of this specific language, not 
only in the Michel substitute back in 
April 1993, but also voted for this bill, 
which we passed with this language in 
the last session of Congress, now to 
suggest somehow that is unworkable 
language, that it is too broad, that it 
has language which we cannot put back 
into the bill, simply is something, I 
don’t understand that argument. I am 
baffled by it. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentlewoman from 
New York earlier today raised the 

question about what made anybody 
think that the politician who ends up 
on the top of the heap in the White 
House acquires some rectitude or some 
goodness that is denied to the rest of 
the participants in the government. 

I do not know the answer to that 
question, because I have served with 
seven Presidents and I have not seen 
one yet who underwent that miracu-
lous transformation. 

b 1650 

Give this some exercise: How about 
the term ‘‘presidential pork’’? Let me 
give one example of that. 

In the election year of 1992, we had a 
person in the White House with whom 
I served in this House and whom I like 
very much, but he was in a pretty tight 
spot. He went down to Florida and an-
nounced that an obsolete Air Force 
base would be rebuilt and reestab-
lished. He did not need the line-item 
veto to do that. He went out to St. 
Louis and said an airplane that clearly 
was unneeded for our national defense 
would be put into production, anyway, 
if he were reelected. He did not need 
the line-item veto for that. 

Our founders gave to the President 
one-sixth of the legislative power, and 
there were no PAC contributions to 
those Members of that Constitutional 
Convention. There was no distortion of 
their point of view. There was no need 
to contort their wisdom. They thought 
it through very carefully how much au-
thority would be given to each branch 
of the government. 

But if you are going to enact this 
surrender of authority in the Congress 
and you only do it halfway, you are 
making a sad, sad mistake. 

I serve on the Committee on Ways 
and Means and a few years ago we had 
an amendment. It was in the usual hi-
eroglyphics of legislative language and 
hardly anybody knew what it meant. 
My mother always said, ‘‘Never sign 
anything you can’t read or didn’t read’’ 
so I voted against it. 

The next morning, Washington Post 
headlines, Ways and Means Committee 
Votes Multimillion-Dollar Gift to Cer-
tain Group. That certain group was the 
Gallo Wine Co. 

On my way down to work the next 
day, I stopped by the supermarket and 
I bought a jug of that foul stuff—oh, 
it’s wonderful stuff—I bought a jug of 
the Gallo wine and a sheaf of paper 
cups, and I went up to each member of 
the committee when they assembled, 
put the cup down, poured a little bit 
for each one that voted for it and each 
time I said, ‘‘Ernest and Julio said 
thank you.’’ 

Anybody who does not pay his fair 
tax is stealing from those who do. It is 
difficult for 6 people to carry a piano, 
but it is especially difficult if 2 of the 
biggest ones are riding on it. 

I have just this advice: Those of you 
who have been told to go to the rear 
and march, let me tell you that when I 
entered Congress, I was told to go to 
the rear and march because I ran with 
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Lyndon Johnson the first time I ran, 
and we all ran against the Vietnam 
war. We were going to get out of the 
Vietnam war. I kept my promise, the 
President reversed his position and 
somehow or another with all the PR 
they had, I was the traitor to my party 
and I was the traitor to my country. 

Be a traitor to your party if you have 
to be a traitor to your party to keep 
your promise to your constituents. You 
will sleep better tonight. 

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that even 
though it may not appear it is the case, 
that this is indeed a defining moment 
for the new majority here in this 
House. The Contract With America is 
on the best sellers’ list. People are 
reading it all across the land. The 
words, as inartful as they have been 
deemed to be, are fairly clear. That is, 
that it has been asserted and promised 
and contracted with that there would 
be a line-item veto that would allow 
the President of the United States the 
opportunity to correct the Tax Code 
and to do away with special provisions 
that allow the rich and powerful in this 
country to get away with not paying 
their fair share. 

Now we have arrived at the moment 
of decision and we hear this notion 
about the problem with this language. 
David Brinkley, whom many of us 
watch on Sunday morning, once said, 
‘‘I was told that campaigning time is 
promising time and after that is alibi 
time.’’ 

We have a majority who has read the 
contract every morning on the floor, at 
least some of their leadership carry it 
around in their vest pocket, and that 
they are determined under all cir-
cumstances to implement this con-
tract. 

However, when it comes to the point 
of addressing what is the most out-
rageous example of improper action by 
this House, that they are unwilling to 
step up to the plate and live up to their 
commitments. 

When it comes to taking away a few 
dollars from a promising kid who is 
trying to go to college, they are all 
willing to stand up for that or to at-
tack the few measly dollars that are 
provided to a single parent on welfare, 
or to go after affordable housing pro-
grams or to attack mass transit fund-
ing, they are all eager to march in a 
straight line towards that goal. 

But now when in face of the multi- 
national corporations and billionaires 
in our country who have somehow 
ripped off the American taxpayer by 
their lobbyists making room in the tax 
code to benefit them, they are unwill-
ing to turn over to the President an op-
portunity to veto these types of unfor-
tunate loopholes. 

Let me just conclude by saying that 
what we have now is a loophole in the 
contract. Loose language that has now 
been added to H.R. 2 makes the entire 
commitment that has been made by 

the new majority to be called into 
question. 

I would just suggest, not to the ma-
jority because I know they will not 
change their position, but to the Amer-
ican people, that they look very, very 
carefully at the votes on this amend-
ment and that they understand that 
the contract that was promoted as a 
Contract With America really was a 
contract that the hands were shook on 
later on that night in a roomful of lob-
byists who were fund raisers at a fund 
raiser that was a part of that cam-
paign. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, there have been a lot 
of pundits that have been talking al-
ready about what the 1994 November 
elections meant. And some people have 
been saying that they were an endorse-
ment of the contract and some people 
have been saying that Democrats did 
not turn out to vote. 

I think an interpretation of the 1994 
elections were about what we have 
been doing for the last couple of days. 
They are about common sense and bi-
partisanship. They are about common 
sense: Many of us on both sides of this 
aisle working together to pass a bal-
anced budget amendment, to prohibit 
unfunded mandates, to make Congress 
live under the same laws that it wants 
other people to live under. We have 
done that together in a bipartisan way. 

Now we have got an amendment be-
fore this body that is asking some of 
your on the Republican side to work in 
a commonsense bipartisan way with us. 
We are asking you not to get away 
from your party and tell them they are 
wrong. We are telling you that this is 
language that you voted for, not on one 
previous occasion but on two previous 
occasions. Not just to get at pork-bar-
rel spending but to get at special tax 
breaks when we are going to take pro-
visions and try to balance the budget. 

Let me remind some of my col-
leagues about some of these specific 
votes. Mr. Michel offered an amend-
ment on April 28, 1993. It passed 257 to 
157. Eighty-seven Democrats, 87 of us 
voted with you to pass that amend-
ment by Mr. Michel. I think every sin-
gle one of you on this floor probably 
voted in favor of it. 

On July 14, 1994, there was another 
bill, the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich bill 
that passed 298 to 121. One hundred 
twenty-eight Democrats again voted 
with the Republicans to pass that. 
Again, many of you Republicans voted 
for that provision. 

I would hope that you see it in your 
interests to abide by what those elec-
tions were about: Common sense and 
bipartisanship. 

The American people get incensed 
when they hear 6 words: Pork-barrel 
spending, and we are going to take care 
of pork-barrel spending with this line- 
item veto. But they get equally in-
censed when they hear special tax 
breaks. 

b 1700 
Now we have the opportunity to do 

something about that, and we have 
acted in a bipartisan way to do some-
thing about that in the past. Let us 
work together as we have been working 
together for the last 3 weeks and pass 
this bipartisan, commonsense amend-
ment. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I spoke at a previous 
time on this question of the line-item 
veto. I think those of my colleagues 
who know me here in the Congress, and 
certainly those who have known me 
over my legislative career, know that 
while I may hold strong opinions I do 
not believe I have ever lectured any 
other Member of a legislative body in 
which I served on whether my ideas 
were superior or my views were supe-
rior. But I want to say, and I feel I 
must say at this juncture with respect 
to the line-item veto that as a legis-
lator I find it unconscionable. 

The entire history of freedom and the 
march of freedom and democracy has 
been the commons against the king. 
We can go back to the time of the 
Magna Carta and the establishment of 
the idea of the common people being 
able to exert their will against the 
king. Or go back to the loss of what 
freedoms were defined as freedoms 
throughout antiquity to the time of 
the Roman Empire when the Roman 
Senate ceded its power to the Emperor, 
after the assassination of Caesar and 
the ascension of Octavian and Augusta, 
and even he wanted to give it back to 
the Senate and back to the people. Oh 
no, it was turned over to the king, and 
that is what this is about. 

No matter who is the Executive in 
our contemporary world, it is the legis-
lative against the executive power. If 
we turn over our responsibilities to the 
executive, we are undermining the 
basis of freedom 

Nothing so ill becomes any legisla-
tive body as to turn over its authority 
and its obligations and its duties to the 
executive. The executive has submitted 
budgets, whether it is under Repub-
licans or Democrats, and this Congress, 
Republican and Democrat and Inde-
pendent, has always come in with a 
budget under that which has been pre-
sented. 

It is not a question, then, of whether 
or not we are going to exercise self-dis-
cipline. If we do not our constituents 
can remove us. But we are setting up a 
situation in which the executive will 
play one legislator off against another. 

We are setting up a situation in 
which the small States will have to 
compete against the large States. We 
are setting up a situation in which we 
are saying we as legislators are incapa-
ble of acting other than in a political 
fashion, but if we turn over this au-
thority to the executive, the executive 
somehow will act in an objective, ana-
lytical fashion and not in a political 
fashion. 
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My friends, I cannot emphasize 

enough that we are about to embark on 
something which to me violates the 
most fundamental tenet which I hold 
as an elected official. There is only one 
thing worse in politics than being 
wrong, and that is being right. 

History and sometimes people forgive 
us being wrong, but we are very seldom 
forgiven for being right. And I am tell-
ing Members today, if we give the line- 
item veto to this or any other Presi-
dent, we are undermining democracy, 
we are taking everything that we hold 
dear in terms of freedom and turning it 
upside down and saying to the world 
and everyone in it, all of our voters, we 
do not believe in democracy, we do not 
believe in the legislative process, we do 
not believe in the legacy that has been 
handed down to us by literally the 
death of millions in order to provide 
for us the opportunity to legislate. 

If we have any argument about what 
we do, we have given in our Constitu-
tion the power of the President to veto 
entire pieces of legislation and we must 
come up with two-thirds of our voting 
Members in order to overturn that 
veto. That is incredible power that the 
President has. And now we want to say 
that on any given item, in any given 
piece of legislation where there is an 
appropriations implication, that the 
President is to be able to line-item 
veto that. 

This is not a State. We failed earlier 
to differentiate between capital budg-
ets and operating budgets. I know how 
scoring goes in my Committee on 
Armed Services, how we include hous-
ing for our military to be included as 
an item of expenditures in the first 
year no matter how many years that 
housing is occupied. I can give example 
after example where this kind of line- 
item veto will undermine democracy in 
the particular and in general. 

I pray that we will not be in the situ-
ation in which we find ourselves having 
to say oh, if we had only done the right 
thing. The right thing to do is to be 
against the line-item veto and to stand 
up for freedom and democracy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH-
TER]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 196, noes 231, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 86] 

AYES—196 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Beilenson 

Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Bonior 
Borski 
Brewster 
Browder 

Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 

Clement 
Clyburn 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 

Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 

Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

NOES—231 

Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boucher 
Brownback 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 

Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 

Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kim 

King 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martini 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 

Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 

Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING—7 

Becerra 
Collins (GA) 
Dixon 

Harman 
Manton 
Moakley 

Waxman 

b 1722 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Manton for, with Mr. Collins of Geor-

gia against. 

Mr. LARGENT changed his vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. HEFNER, PASTOR, and 
KENNEDY of Massachusetts changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall 
vote No. 86 on H.R. 2 I was unavoidably de-
tained. Had I been present I would have voted 
‘‘aye.’’ 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, since the 
previous question which was just voted 
down was an item in the contract, does 
this constitute a breach of the con-
tract? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
state that is not a parliamentary in-
quiry. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. THURMAN 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. THURMAN: Sec-

tion 5(d)(2) is amended by striking the eighth 
and ninth sentences and inserting the fol-
lowing: No amendment to the bill is in order, 
except any Member may move to strike the 
disapproval of any rescission or rescissions 
of budget authority or any proposed repeal of 
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a targeted tax benefit, as applicable, if sup-
ported by 49 other Members. At the conclu-
sion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion. 

Mrs. THURMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
RIGGS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, so 

everyone will know, this amendment is 
nearly identical to my amendment No. 
7, but at the request of legislative 
counsel the words ‘‘disapproval of’’ 
have been inserted prior to the words 
‘‘any rescission’’ to clarify the amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take 
this opportunity to thank the many 
Members in this body who have helped 
along the way to see this amendment 
to the floor today. I know the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER] 
and the gentlewoman from New York 
[Mrs. LOWEY] are involved with this. I 
would like to make a few comments 
about it. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have listened, 
proponents of this legislation have 
claimed that this legislation grants the 
President line item authority that 43 of 
our Governors enjoy. The fact is, only 
10 Governors have the kind of broad 
powers outlined in H.R. 2. My amend-
ment to the Line Item Veto Act seeks 
to prevent the possible misuse of au-
thority. 

The amendment will give the Mem-
bers of this body the opportunity to 
carefully consider a President’s pro-
posed rescissions and then, supported 
by 50 Members, vote to remove indi-
vidual rescissions from a disapproval 
resolution. As H.R. 2 is currently draft-
ed, there is no mechanism in place for 
Members to strike individual rescis-
sions from a disapproval resolution. 
The resolution is only subject to an up 
or down vote. 

It is important that my amendment 
be adopted. If a President has a pack-
age of numerous cuts that are indeed 
wasteful spending, but decides, for po-
litical reasons, to veto an item impor-
tant to a number of Members, then it is 
conceivable that the entire disapproval 
resolution could be approved because of 
that one important project the Presi-
dent decided to veto, thus leaving 
items that everyone agrees are waste-
ful intact. 

Members should be given the oppor-
tunity to make their case to the entire 
House as to why individual rescissions 
should be saved and, in the process, en-
sure that those wasteful items are in-
deed canceled. 

Under this amendment, the process 
for striking individual rescissions is as 
follows: If a Member can convince 49 
other colleagues to join in objecting to 

an individual item in a disapproval res-
olution, then those Members will be 
able to debate why an individual line 
item should be saved. The entire House 
would still have to vote on that indi-
vidual rescission and then vote on the 
whole disapproval bill. 

A similar provision was included in 
the Stenholm-Penny-Kasich substitute 
to the expedited rescissions bill we 
considered last July. In addition, the 
procedure is based on existing provi-
sions in the Impoundment Control Act, 
wherein, if a requisite number of Mem-
bers stood to be counted, a motion to 
strike a rescission would be debatable 
for 5 minutes. 

I believe that my amendment also 
preserves one of the key concepts of 
this legislation—accountability. Any 
Member who wishes to save an item 
the President has vetoed will have to 
make a strong argument to preserve 
the rescission and then convince a ma-
jority of the House to agree. Members 
would have to go on the record and de-
fend saving the proposed rescission and 
thus be accountable to their constitu-
ents. 

b 1730 

In addition, I would say to Members 
that by adding this provision we can 
maintain our constitutional duty as a 
part of the legislative branch for appro-
priating and raising money while still 
allowing the President the tool to veto 
appropriations. We can also protect 
ourselves from the actions of a Presi-
dent who might use the tool to exact 
retribution against a Member who did 
not act in a manner that the President 
desired. 

I would urge my colleagues to adopt 
this amendment and give an even 
greater degree of accountability to this 
legislation, and I would also just like 
to take this time, Mr. Chairman, to 
also thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER] for his leader-
ship, and commitment and support to 
this amendment, and I appreciate it. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. 
THURMAN]. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. 
THURMAN] for proposing this amend-
ment. I am delighted to have played a 
part in its formulation. 

The basic purpose of this amendment 
is to give Congress an additional oppor-
tunity to cut a particular item of pork 
that may have found its way into an 
appropriation bill. The President, 
under current law, is forced, when he is 
confronted with an omnibus appropria-
tion bill, to sign the bill or to veto the 
bill in its entirety. He has no choice 
but to take it or leave it as a whole. 
This is the choice that the Congress 
would be faced with under the legisla-
tion before us without this amend-
ment. 

When we are faced with an omnibus 
disapproval bill, which would restore 
spending as provided by H.R. 2, we 

want to make sure that there is not 
pork stowed away in the omnibus bill 
that does not bear the scrutiny of an 
up-or-down vote on its own merits. 
This amendment would simply allow 50 
Members to force a vote on that par-
ticular spending program so that we 
are not stuck with a take it or leave it, 
all or nothing situation, as the Presi-
dent is today. 

I believe that the result of this will 
be an enhanced opportunity to get rid 
of pork-barrel items which find their 
way into legislation all too frequently. 

This is a pro-taxpayer, anti-pork 
vote, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word, 
and I rise in support of the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

Mr. Chairman, proponents of H.R. 2 
argue that current veto authority 
forces a President to take all or none 
of the spending in an appropriations 
bill. To deal with specific spending to 
which he objects, we are told the Presi-
dent needs more flexible powers such as 
the line-item veto would give him. 

For those same reasons, I believe we 
should all support the gentlewoman’s 
amendment. Without this amendment, 
Congress will be forced to accept all or 
none of the rescissions the President 
proposes for a particular appropria-
tions bill. 

H.R. 2 requires the President to sub-
mit one special message containing his 
rescissions for each of the appropria-
tions bills Congress passes. Members of 
Congress can only introduce a resolu-
tion to disapprove all of the rescissions 
in each special message submitted by 
the President. Why should Congress 
have to reject all of a President’s re-
scissions just because it may disagree 
with a few of them? 

The gentlewoman’s amendment 
would give Members some of the flexi-
bility this bill would give the Presi-
dent. 

Under current law, Congress has the 
flexibility to package rescissions in 
any way it chooses. Over the last 20 
years, Congress has used this authority 
to enact rescission packages that have 
reduced Federal spending by more than 
$92 billion. During this same period, all 
Presidents, Republicans and Demo-
crats, have proposed rescissions that 
total only $72 billion, that is $20 billion 
less than Congress has approved. 

If flexible powers are considered im-
portant to deficit reduction, I think we 
want Congress, which has the better 
track record on rescissions, to have the 
same kind of flexible powers this bill 
would give the President. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
gentlewoman’s amendment. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. 
THURMAN]. 

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues well 
know, the legislation before us permits 
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the President to send back to the Con-
gress a package of rescissions which 
will go into effect if we do not pass leg-
islation to reinstate them, but, under 
H.R. 2, when the rescissions are sent to 
us, we have one choice and one choice 
only, take it or leave it. For a number 
of reasons I think that is ill advised, 
and this amendment is designed to en-
able us to look at each proposed rescis-
sion item individually and act on its 
merits. 

First, the stated purpose of this leg-
islation is to rid spending bills of un-
necessary and wasteful items. That is a 
goal we all share. But under H.R. 2, 
with its all-or-nothing approach, it is 
conceivable that the Congress would 
find ourselves in the position of voting 
to reject a rescission package because 
it includes one or a few items that was 
strongly felt are important to main-
tain. In doing so we would have no 
choice but to protect projects that a 
majority of us might agree with the 
President should be cut. The end re-
sult: more spending, not less spending. 

Let me give my colleagues an exam-
ple: 

The President might decide that we 
have appropriated funds that he thinks 
unnecessary for the State revolving 
loan fund which helps finance sewer 
treatment plants’ upgrades, but a ma-
jority might disagree with his judg-
ment. That would be in the VA–HUD 
appropriations bill. That same bill 
might include another item that the 
President feels is pork, and a majority 
of this House might agree on that. 
Under the committee bill, without this 
amendment to save those sewerage 
treatment funds, we would have to also 
save that project which we otherwise 
would be willing to kill. That does not 
help reduce the deficit. 

Second, all of us know that this leg-
islation does directly impact the bal-
ance of powers between the three 
branches of our Government that was 
carefully developed by the Founding 
Fathers. In doing so I think we have a 
responsibility to consider how far we 
want to go in shifting the balance, and 
in this instance I firmly believe that 
this legislation, as currently drafted, 
goes too far. In effect the bill, in giving 
the President the power to pick and 
choose among individual items in ap-
propriations and revenue measures, has 
denied the Congress the final authority 
to do the same thing. 

Third, advocates of the line-item 
veto have said time and time again 
that they are only attempting to give 
the President of the United States the 
same line-item veto authority which 
Governors of various States enjoy. If 
indeed our goal is to narrow the au-
thority of the various governors, then 
we should duplicate at the Federal 
level the authority that most of them 
in their legislature have. 

In my home State of New York, for 
example, and dozens of others where 
Governors have line-item veto author-
ity, the legislatures have retained the 
power to selectively approve or reject 

from among the line items. Let me 
share with my colleagues a list of 
States where the line-item veto pro-
tects the role of legislators to examine 
these items: 

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, 
California, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Illinois, 
Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New 
Jersey, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, 
South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, 
Virginia, and Wisconsin. 

In only four, Michigan, Mississippi, 
Montana, and Pennsylvania, do legisla-
tures face the all-or-nothing situation 
that this legislation would impose on 
us, and in the case of Wisconsin, Mr. 
Chairman, the State constitution 
would allow item by item consider-
ation, but the legislature has decided 
in its own rules to respond to line 
items en bloc. With regard to the bal-
ance of the States, our review of con-
stitutional provisions shows that at 
least in their constitutions their legis-
lators are not restricted to the all-or- 
nothing option. 

b 1740 

Mr. Chairman, I offer this amend-
ment with the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida in an effort to improve on this leg-
islation, not to destroy it. When it 
comes to altering the balance of power 
under which our Government has func-
tioned for over 200 years, caution 
should be our guiding principle. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of 
this amendment. Ideally I would have 
preferred that this amendment not in-
clude the 50 Member threshold before 
an item can be voted on separately, but 
I am pleased to join the gentlewoman 
from Florida in this compromise. It is 
an important and valuable step in the 
right direction, and I urge support of 
this amendment. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, as I read H.R. 2, I dis-
covered two serious flaws or two prob-
lems that I personally had with it. One 
was addressed in the previous amend-
ment, and that is limiting the corpora-
tions or the individuals who are get-
ting a tax break to only 100. I think 
that is not advisable public policy. 
However, the floor has spoken and that 
did not get adopted, or the deletion did 
not get adopted. 

When I first saw the section indi-
cating that we could not pull out var-
ious line item vetoed items and vote on 
them separately, I thought that was a 
very serious mistake. So when the gen-
tlewoman introduced her amendment, I 
called and said I would like to support 
it and would come to the floor and 
speak in favor of it. However, in speak-
ing to the chairman of the committee, 
he indicated he did not like that ap-
proach and would be supporting the 
amendment of the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

I thing the compromise gets at the 
problem, although I think the better 

way would be to eliminate the neces-
sity for 49 or 50 Members. However, 
since that is not going to be the will of 
the House, I think at least by having 
the 50 Member requirement when there 
are items in 1 veto message, and let’s 
say there are 10 items, and there is one 
which I think almost everybody in the 
House would agree to, we could have 
the ability to pull that one out, know-
ing full well we do not need 10 votes be-
cause the other 9 will not survive. 

The gentlewoman from New York in-
dicated that Wisconsin had a policy on 
this. As a former State legislator in 
Wisconsin, that is exactly how we did 
it. When the Governor sent back line 
item vetoed items in the budget bill, 
we would select the ones, with the mi-
nority, which would necessitate a vote. 
The bulk of them were voted en bloc, 
and the sufficient two-third was not 
garnered. 

So that is the correct procedure, it is 
one which worked there, it is one 
which would work here, but that is not 
going to be the way it is going to go. 
So let us try the 50 Members signing to 
request a separate vote and see if that 
provision works. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do so to commend 
the gentlewoman for her amendment. 
There have been points made here 
today that we were going to be ceding 
too much power to the President, and 
that we should in some way limit that. 
I think what this amendment does is 
make the case that were the President 
is deemed to have done an egregious 
thing in the exercise of the line-item 
veto, something that was punitive or 
an improper use, shall we say, of the 
line-item veto, and that was apparent 
to 50 or more Members, that that 
would rise to the level where we should 
be able to pull that back and say no, he 
has gone too far. 

Our concern with the gentlewoman 
from New York’s amendment is allow-
ing one Member to do that it seemed to 
us was going to open up perhaps a Pan-
dora’s box, where a lot of Members 
would have various things they would 
like to see pulled out of that, and we 
have a cherry picking. 

I really think where we are talking 
about the kind of egregious thing the 
President might engage in, the gentle-
woman’s amendment allowing 50 Mem-
bers to indicate that is strong, and I 
am pleased to accept the gentle-
woman’s amendment. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for accepting the 
amendment. I would have been willing 
to live with the responsibility to take 
a vote on each of the amendments, but 
since it is very obvious it would not 
have been accepted, I am very happy to 
support this amendment. 
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Florida. 
Mr. GOSS Mr. Chairman, I think 

there is one further point: We worked 
very hard to try in the committee 
process to work out a formula that 
would expedite the procedure to allow 
any Member to get something to the 
floor that was of great concern to 
them. We were concerned at first that 
this might not fit into the procedures 
that we worked out. This actually 
could improve it. I think it is untested. 
We shall see. But I am very happy from 
our perspective, from a legislative 
process point of view, to accept the 
amendment as well. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose this 
amendment in the strongest possible 
terms. 

I do not know how many are going to 
listen, I do not know how many heard 
before about the line-item veto. But 
how can you say you are for the line 
item veto the turn over the authority, 
the explicit, direct authority and obli-
gation that we have in swearing to up-
hold and defend the Constitution, de-
fend our prerogatives and obligations 
as a legislative body, a line-item veto, 
you say, and then when the President 
comes back with all of those line items 
taken out which you have just voted to 
give to him, say, ‘‘But what if we don’t 
like it? What if there are some items 
we don’t want?’’ 

So this is a fewer items bill you are 
about to pass if you have this in, not a 
line item. Fewer items. You want to 
pass a legislative line-item veto bill. 

One of the Members from the other 
side, who I believe is chairing it for the 
Republican Party, says, ‘‘What if the 
President does something egregious? 
Then it comes back to us, and we get 
to pick 50 Members to go against ev-
erybody else and get the rest of us to 
go along with me on this.’’ 

If you think deals have been cut in 
the Committee on Appropriations, I 
now see the Committee on Appropria-
tions as the enemy of us all. 

Please, I have been in a legislative 
body too long. I understand how poli-
tics works. I am proud to be a part of 
that tradition. I am not going to quiver 
and be some craven cur down there, 
saying, ‘‘Well, if the President sends us 
back something that we volunteered on 
this floor to give him, then if we find 
some items, we can get 49 other people 
to stand up with us, we will take it 
back.’’ 

How can you have the gall to stand 
up and parade yourselves in front of 
the American people, talking about, 
‘‘We do not have the discipline to do 
anything for ourselves, we are going to 
have the President do it for us; how-
ever, if there are some items that are 
taken out that we want and we can get 
49 of our buddies to go along with us, 
then we are going to see if we can’t get 

the other 218 that we need to go along, 
and we will be able to get ours’’? 

I warned that the small States were 
going to be at risk here. You know that 
the big States and the big-power, spe-
cial interests you talk about, private 
interests—I do not care whether you 
are talking about the space station, I 
do not care whether you are talking 
about a particular item, a dam or a 
river, whatever it is you want to deal 
with the public works—this is going to 
open the whole thing back up again. 

The hypocrisy of this whole line item 
veto is made manifest by this amend-
ment. 

I am waiting to see whether this is 
voted through to not, because if it is, 
let the record state here clearly that 
this means we have a legislative line 
item veto bill in which the deal-mak-
ing and the logrolling will be some-
thing like you have never witnessed in 
the 200-plus years of this Republic. 

This is going to be the granddaddy, 
the mother of all pork-barrel bills, 
when this comes out if you folks pass 
this, and it is going to be on the record. 

And in honor of this final decline and 
fall of the Constitution of the United 
States and the House of Representa-
tives in particular, Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to be able to enter 
into the RECORD the disquisition made 
in the Senate in 1993 by the Honorable 
ROBERT BYRD on the line item veto. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, is it parliamentary 
correct to enter into the RECORD a doc-
ument? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
RIGGS). That request cannot be made in 
the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I 
will do that at the proper time. 

I commend them to you, in conclu-
sion, before you engage on this reckless 
course for which you will have to an-
swer, read the record as entered by 
Senator BYRD in 1993. I am sure his of-
fice will be happy to present you with 
some copies. I will be happy to do the 
same. 

We can go over the entire history of 
the line-item veto as practiced in other 
times, directly attributable to the de-
cline and fall not just of this Nation, 
which is what this will be, the decline 
and fall of this body as a honorable 
body engaged in legislative practice 
that it should be engaged in. 

b 1750 

Let us stand up for the Constitution 
that we swore to uphold and defend. Do 
not pass this amendment and bring 
shame on ourselves at the very time 
when we say we are already willing to 
give up what we should be hanging 
onto, clinging to with dear legislative 
life. 

This amendment bespeaks the 
disquietude that is in this body with 
respect to the line-item veto. It shows 
that we do not really mean it. If this 
amendment passes, this is not a line- 

item veto bill. It is a legislative line- 
item veto bill, and we will rue the day 
we passed it. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope my colleagues 
heard the remarks of the gentleman 
from Hawaii, because he is talking 
good sense. I do not intend to elaborate 
on what it was that he said about this 
amendment. But, rather, I want to re-
mind my colleagues about who we are, 
why we are here and what we are. 

I would never support a line-item 
veto for a Republican President. But I 
would never support a line-item veto 
for a Democratic President either. 

We have been engaged in a headlong 
rush over the last 3 weeks or so now to 
pass the contract on America. This is a 
remarkable device, because essentially 
it says a lot of things. It says that 
when we passed legislation to clean up 
the environment or deal with the prob-
lems of the health of our people or to 
take care of the young or the unfortu-
nate or the poor, we really did not 
mean it. And where we mandated the 
States to do something, we really did 
not mean that either because, after all, 
now they are complaining. We only 
give the States $750 billion a year, and 
the local units of government get a 
large part of that. And were we to take 
that back, we could balance the budget 
very comfortably. 

But I want to talk a little bit of his-
tory to my colleagues, because history 
is important. 

As George Santayana observed, ‘‘He 
who does not learn from history is 
doomed to repeat it.’’ That means if 
you do not listen to what happened in 
the past and you do not learn from it, 
you are going to make the same mis-
takes. And you are probably going to 
pay the same price. 

My old Daddy used to tell me, Son, 
there are two kinds of people: there are 
those who learn from experience and 
those who learn from the experience of 
others. 

It started at one point in history 
back around about 1500, when the Brit-
ish parliament and the British people 
were involved in an intense con-
troversy with the king who said that 
he ruled by divine right, not by the gift 
of the people. And that began a battle 
which culminated with the works of 
Oliver Cromwell, the great commen-
tator, the man who pulled down the 
British monarchy. Why? Over the budg-
et. Over the purse, over the power of 
the people to have control of their 
budget and their moneys. That is why. 

And just a few years later, about 200 
years later, a little more, the United 
States was formed, the colonies. Why? 
For exactly the same reason, over tax-
ation without representation. We can 
spend our careers here denigrating and 
criticizing this institution, and I would 
say those who do this deserve to be 
denigrated, because this is a great in-
stitution. I would urge my colleagues 
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to stand up, not only for what they be-
lieve right, but to stand up for the con-
stitution, for the powers of the people. 

I do not believe any President ought 
to have the line-item veto power. I 
think that what it constitutes is a 
wonderful power that he can use to 
swing every one of us by the ear or the 
nose. And he can cut deals that are as 
every bit or more corrupt than those 
which my colleagues complain about. 

This is a public body. It is a public 
institution. We try to do our business 
in the public with openness, with re-
spect for our constituents. Are bad 
things done here? Of course, this is a 
human institution. As my colleagues 
may remember from history, the good 
Lord got one bad apostle out of 12. But 
by the large the Members here are 
keenly aware of their duties and their 
responsibilities. 

Now, I know my new colleagues came 
in here running against the institution. 
Well, perhaps after they have served 
here for a while, particularly the Mem-
bers on the majority side of the aisle, 
they will recognize that there is some-
thing more at stake here than they 
might like to admit at this time, the 
Constitution. We take an oath at the 
beginning of every session to support 
and defend the Constitution of United 
States. 

The Constitution was founded on a 
couple of very important principles, 
one man, one vote, and that the power 
of the purse resides in the people. 

We carry that delegated responsi-
bility. This body has over the years I 
have served here been so sensitive that 
in the old days they would not let the 
Senate start a piece of legislation 
which would appropriate money. 

It is important that we know why 
this power is here. It is important why 
we know we must defend it. There is a 
constant tension between the executive 
and the legislative. A weak legislative 
encourages the encroachment of the 
executive. 

Again, I do not care whether it is a 
Republican or Democrat in the White 
House. It is not in the interest of the 
country, nor is it in the interest of this 
legislative body to afford the line-item 
veto power to the President of United 
States. Let him consider the legisla-
tion we send him. Let him veto it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL] has expired. 

(On request of Mrs. COLLINS of Illi-
nois, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
DINGELL was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, if it is 
in the public interest that we should 
have the power of the purse, we should 
also have the responsibility for it. And 
we should bear both. If we come to a 
decision that something is a good 
project and the President does not like 
it, let him veto it. Let him send a veto 
message up here and let us deal with it 
as the Founding Fathers intended. 

This question of the line-item veto is 
like a lot of other things, a matter 

which was discussed in the convention 
in Philadelphia. They looked to see 
how the purse should be managed and 
by whom, and they came to the conclu-
sion that it, first of all, should be in 
the Congress and, second of all, that 
the primary power for that should be in 
the House of Representatives. 

Again, I have heard a lot of Members 
talk about how corrupt this institution 
is. There seems to be a great deal of 
that sort coming from the majority 
side of the aisle. That is not a majority 
view in the country, and it should not 
be a majority view in the country. And 
it should not be a majority view here. 

If there is something wrong, let us 
clean it up. But let us not throw away 
the constitutional powers of United 
States, the Congress of United States, 
the people of United States. Let us not 
give them to a President or anybody 
else unless we are convinced that that 
is the proper carrying out of our con-
stitutional responsibilities. I assure 
you, it is not. 

The Constitution is to be protected 
by all of us. We take an oath on that 
point. And we should understand that 
the protection of the power of the 
purse and the protection of the prerog-
atives of the House of Representatives 
are an essential and important part of 
that oath. 

I would urge my colleagues to reject 
the amendment, and I would urge my 
colleagues to reject also this out-
rageous piece of legislation which does 
nothing other than to denigrate the 
House, the Congress, and to confer 
power upon the President of United 
States, which was the subject of a long 
struggle between the people and the 
sovereign and a part of a long struggle 
on the part of the people of United 
States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL] has again expired. 

(On request of Mrs. COLLINS of Illi-
nois, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
DINGELL was allowed to proceed for 4 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. DINGELL. This was not a strug-
gle which was won easily. In England it 
cost the head of one king and the 
throne of another. And it caused a rev-
olution which caused thousands of 
British subjects to die. It caused a war 
between the United States and Great 
Britain, a war which we all revere, 
which is an essential part of our his-
tory, which reminds us of how Ameri-
cans died at Valley Forge and else-
where. 

b 1800 

Why? Because they wanted independ-
ence, because they wanted self-govern-
ment, because they wanted representa-
tive government, and because they 
wanted the ability to control their own 
destiny and their own purse. Members 
can criticize the way we spend the 
money, but remember, we are all an-
swerable to the people. Every 2 years 
we go home and we talk to them about 
the budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard my col-
leagues on the Republican side of the 
aisle talk about the budget and how ir-
responsible Congress is. Again, as 
George Santayana says, ‘‘He who does 
not learn from history is doomed to re-
peat it.’’ 

Let me remind Members that during 
the 12 years of Republican presidency, 
between 1980 and the commencement of 
President Clinton’s administration, the 
Congress of the United States cut 
President Reagan’s budget every year 
except one. Every year except one, the 
President’s budget was cut up here. 

The complaint that we heard from 
Mr. Reagan and then from Mr. Bush 
was an interesting complaint. They 
complained that we were taking money 
from defense and educating kids. They 
complained that we were taking money 
from defense and other boondoggles. 

Mr. Chairman, they complained that 
we were taking money from some 
things like foreign aid and military ex-
penditures and putting it into health, 
or the needs of senior citizens, or re-
search into health, or into protecting 
the environment, or into doing things 
that were going to make this country 
better. 

Mr. Chairman, I would tell my col-
leagues, when I go to Europe and talk 
to the Europeans, or when they come 
here to me, they say: 

We do not understand you in the Congress, 
and we do not understand your country. 
When we spend money to educate a child or 
to build a college or university, or to build a 
road, or to improve the country, or to build 
some kind of a navigation project or some-
thing of that kind, or when we spend money 
on research for health or for the betterment 
of people, or to take care of our senior citi-
zens, or to enable our country to better com-
pete, we regard that as an investment. 

In this country, according to what I 
have been hearing here lately, this is 
pork. This is subject to a line-item 
veto. It is criticized. 

Well, it is not. We are really the con-
servators of the well-being of this 
country. It is our responsibility to see 
to it that we invest in the future. We 
are not just spending the treasure that 
belongs to the youngsters who are 
going to come. We are making invest-
ments on their behalf in their edu-
cation, in the infrastructure of their 
country. We are building them roads 
and highways. We are doing other 
things that are making this a better 
and richer place in which they will 
live. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask my col-
leagues here to recognize both the con-
stitutional responsibility of Members 
of this institution, but also to under-
stand what it is that we are doing here, 
and to try and look at it in a little 
more expansive way. Do not look at 
the small end of the telescope, look 
through the end that is going to reveal 
to you what the future is, and what our 
goals and our purposes are. 

The saddest thing about this first 30 
days of this Congress has been the 
small-mindedness and the small vision 
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that I have seen on the part of my col-
leagues, reluctance to do the things 
that are necessary to make this a bet-
ter country, to build, to take care of 
our young, to make a better environ-
ment, and to do other things, and a 
concentration on minute matters of 
small importance. Reject the amend-
ment and reject the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKELTON 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SKELTON: At 

the end of section 2, insert the following: 
(d) EXCEPTION.—The President may not in-

clude in a special message any rescission of 
more than $50,000,000 of discretionary budget 
authority for any program, project, or activ-
ity within the major functional category for 
national defense (050). 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to momentarily 
withdraw the amendment, subject to 
its being offered in a few moments. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, while we have a break 

in the offering of amendments, I want-
ed to rise in support of the idea, first of 
all, and the bill providing for a line- 
item veto for the President of the 
United States to reduce the deficits 
that are produced by the Congress of 
the United States now and into the fu-
ture. 

Mr. Chairman, my good friend, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL], and I have a disagreement on 
this point, as Members can readily un-
derstand from the speech he just gave 
and what I am about to say. I deeply 
respect him and the incredible service 
he has rendered this country in all the 
years that he has served in this Con-
gress and led the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, on which I serve. 

Our disagreement stems from the 
fact that while I believe, too, that 
there have been mighty struggles be-
tween sovereigns and those with whom 
they have contested over the years 
over the issues of who, indeed, has the 
power to make the laws and the man-
dates that affect the common welfare, 
but I believe that a revolution was 
fought in this country over a very sim-
ple proposition called taxation without 
representation. 

If there is a form of taxation without 
representation that is insidious in this 
land today, it is the kind of taxation 
without representation that we now 
permit for the future generations of 
children who will be born in this coun-
try. 

When we decide to spend their money 
and therefore raise their taxes in the 
future, for whatever purposes we deem 

important, because we do not have the 
money to spend ourselves in our time, 
we are taxing them and they are not 
represented in this Chamber today, ex-
cept among those who are willing to 
speak for the unborn yet. That tax-
ation without representation is indeed 
institutionalized in the concept of a 
deficit. 

Every time this body, every time a 
President signs a budget, signs appro-
priation bills, rather, that appropriate 
more money than we have to spend 
each year, we are in fact taxing future 
generations who are not represented in 
this body today, and who deserve bet-
ter treatment than to be born into this 
country with a huge debt on their 
shoulders for taxes that we have im-
posed upon them without their consent 
and without their representation. 

What does a line-item veto have to do 
with that concept? The line-item veto 
as it is employed in all of the States 
where it is employed, and my State is 
one which has a line-item veto, is used 
to enforce the principle of a balanced 
budget. The line-item veto is exercised 
by Governors across this land to strike 
from the budget appropriations that 
exceed the revenue of that particular 
State. 

States like mine with a requirement 
to balance the budget and a line-item 
veto have a pretty good enforcement 
mechanism in place, because the legis-
lature is admonished if the legislature 
dares to appropriate more money than 
the people have presented to it that 
year for expenditures, then the legisla-
ture is subject to having the Governor 
of that State strike from that budget 
whatsoever he or she may choose to 
strike in order to bring that deficit 
down and balance the budget. 

The line-item veto becomes an en-
forcing mechanism to enforce the bal-
anced budget. In short, if the legisla-
ture of Louisiana and the legislature of 
the some 43 States which have a line- 
item veto authority, if they are smart 
enough and wise enough and prudent 
and responsible enough not to tax fu-
ture generations without representa-
tion, not to create a deficit in their ac-
counts each year, not to build the 
mountains of debt we have built here 
in America through this congressional 
appropriation process, then the Gov-
ernor of that State does not line item 
anything. 

b 1810 

The legislature protects itself 
against the line-item veto by balancing 
its budget each year. And if ever this 
Congress in the history of our country 
needed something to enforce the will 
power of this body to keep its books in 
balance, it is now and the line-item 
veto is just that tool. 

If the line-item veto is passed in this 
Congress and the President of the 
United States, be he Democrat or Re-
publican, has the capacity to line item 
out of the budget expenditures we cre-
ate in deficit accounts, we are going to 
be much more careful about not send-

ing him a deficit budget. We are going 
to do our level best to balance that 
budget. We are going to do our best to 
reach the goal of the balance budget 
amendment we just passed, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, and sent over to the Senate that 
will require us to reach a balanced 
budget by the year 2002. 

A little later on in this debate, I hope 
to offer an amendment to even perfect 
this theory a little further. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
RIGGS). The time of the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] has ex-
pired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TAUZIN 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. TAUZIN. You and I know some-
thing that the American public knows 
and that has been admitted in the bal-
anced budget debate and admitted by 
Presidents who have served us now and 
have preceded us. That is, if we tried 
today to produce a balanced budget in 
this fiscal year, it would be practically 
impossible to do because we have com-
mitted ourselves to so much entitle-
ment funding. 

Without massive changes in the way 
we fund entitlements in America, we 
cannot deliver a balanced budget to the 
President this year. That makes pass-
ing a line-item veto difficult, because 
it means for the years we cannot bal-
anced the budget, the President is 
going to enjoy that extraordinary au-
thority. 

I am going to suggest a change in the 
bill that is before us. I am going to sug-
gest a change called the glide path 
amendment a little later on. The glide 
path amendment says that if we are 
smart enough, wise enough, and re-
sponsible to stay on the glide path that 
the CBO predicts we need to stay on to 
reach the balanced budget by the year 
2002, the line-item veto authority 
would be limited to expenditures in ex-
cess of those numbers so that we can 
legitimately stay within the numbers 
that take us to a balanced budget by 
the year 2002 and not give the Presi-
dent this extraordinary authority be-
cause we cannot balance the budget 
this year. 

It would mean that the authority we 
give the President in line-item author-
ity would be used to enforce the will 
power of this body to stay on schedule, 
to balance the budget as we have 
agreed to do in the balanced budget 
amendment, and to give the President 
the authority to strike any item that 
we appropriate in excess of those num-
bers until we reach the year 2002. 

When we have reached that touch-
down goal of 2002 and we have balanced 
the budget, therefore we would be 
under an obligation to keep the budget 
in balanced or else the executive would 
have the authority, as he has in every 
50 States, to strike out any appropria-
tion in excess of that balanced budget. 

I believe that change will be very im-
portant. I would ask you to think 
about it now. I will be offering it later 
on to make this thing work in the in-
terim, while we are trying to get the 
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balanced budget working and in fact to 
enforce our will power to make it work 
in the year 2002. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAUZIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I say to the gentleman, ‘‘I am sup-
porting the line-item veto just like you 
because in Louisiana you have that au-
thority just like we do in Texas. Al-
though I also recognize to transfer this 
authority from the legislative to the 
executive branch, which is what we are 
doing, it is because of the budget that 
we are doing that. 

But I am almost sure in having read 
some of the Louisiana papers over the 
years and your current governor, often-
times, the line-item veto is used not 
only to balance the budget but also to 
get the attention of those of us who 
serve in the legislative body and I am 
sure Governor Edwards just like Gov-
ernor Briscoe and Governor Clements 
and White and all the rest of them in 
Texas have used it over the years to 
get the attention of us, that is a possi-
bility. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. TAUZIN] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TAUZIN 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to yield to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I thank 
the gentleman from Louisiana. 

It is used oftentimes by the executive 
either to punish or to get the attention 
of the members of the legislative 
branch. But in the meantime, they are 
also using it to try to get spending 
within check. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Reclaiming my time, I 
am not sure what the balanced budget 
of Texas requires nor what the line- 
item veto allows, but let me tell you 
what it does in Louisiana, as I think it 
does in this bill. The authority to the 
executive is only to strike out meas-
ures that end up reducing the deficit. If 
there is no deficit, then the governor 
does not have the line-item veto au-
thority. He cannot use it to punish or 
get anybody’s attention. The only 
thing he can use it for is to get the 
budget back in balance. So if the legis-
lature does not want to get punished, 
does not want to get yanked by the 
ears, the legislature sends him a bal-
anced budget each year. We badly need 
that kind of will power here. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I agree 
that would probably even be a com-
promise on this bill, because in Texas 
we do not have that. When the Gov-
ernor vetoes the line items, whatever 
they do, that money, even if it is below 
the projected revenue, that money just 
stays in the treasury. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Again reclaiming my 
time, my understanding is the bill we 
have before us gives the President the 

authority to line-item any item to re-
duce a deficit which, if my reading is 
correct, that means in effect if we send 
him a balanced budget, he would not 
have the authority to line-item any-
thing. It is the same kind of procedure 
we have in Louisiana. 

So to the arguments of those who are 
concerned that this bill would give the 
President some authority to punish 
Members, to extort a vote from them 
on occasion, to yank them by the ears 
or the nose or whatever it might be to 
do his will, let me assure you, if you 
adopt the amendment I am going to 
suggest, and if we stay within the con-
tours of the path that takes us to a bal-
anced budget, the glide path that gets 
us there by the year 2002, the President 
would not have that authority, and the 
legislature would be protected from 
that abuse. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKELTON 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SKELTON: At 

the end of section 2, insert the following: 
(d) EXCEPTION.—The President may not in-

clude in a special message any rescission of 
more than 50,000,000 of discretionary budget 
authority for any program, project, or activ-
ity within the major functional category for 
national defense (050). 

Mr. SKELTON (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment at this point which 
would state that the President may not 
include in a special message any rescis-
sion of more than $50 million of discre-
tionary budget authority for any pro-
gram, project, or activity within the 
major functional category for national 
defense. 

I also wish to thank the following 
gentlemen: The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON], the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. EDWARDS], the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN], 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
LAUGHLIN], and the gentleman from Ar-
izona [Mr. STUMP] for asking to be co-
sponsors of this amendment. 

A special thanks to my friend and 
colleague from Texas, that very bright, 
able young Texas, CHET EDWARDS, for 
his excellent work on this amendment. 

This deals with national defense, I 
speak for the young men and young 
women in uniform, so that what comes 
down from this legislature reflecting 
our constitutional duty may not be un-
done by someone who might in years or 
decades ahead sit in the White House 
and be against the military. 

Along that line, however, let me di-
gress for a moment and compliment 
the President for an announcement he 
made just a few moments ago. He told 

our Nation that he is naming the air-
craft carrier CVN–75, the U.S.S. Harry 
Truman, and the aircraft carrier CVN– 
76, the U.S.S. Ronald Reagan. 

I compliment him on those choices 
for the famous Missourian who stood so 
tall and so well as our President and 
the recent President, Ronald Reagan, 
who was a patriot and strong for na-
tional defense. 

Back to the amendment. This amend-
ment, Mr. Chairman, reflects what we 
ought to think about when it comes to 
legislation and our own powers. 

This legislation reflects the purpose 
and the spirit of our Constitution. If 
you go into the Committee on National 
Security room, you will see in front of 
the podium a copy of the words from 
article I, section 8 of our Constitution 
that gives us, the Congress, not only 
the authority but the duty to raise and 
maintain the military and to establish 
rules therefor. 

b 1820 

It is our responsibility. This amend-
ment keeps that responsibility here 
and does not allow the buck to be 
passed somewhere else. 

There are those who might say what 
about those special projects, those re-
search projects that some might put 
into a defense bill? That is taken care 
of, and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
EDWARDS] came through with this idea 
that we incorporate that anything 
under $50 million may be subject to the 
same veto message that anything else 
may be subject to in this legislation. 

Nothing is more important than the 
national defense of our Nation. Secur-
ing our borders, the vital interests of 
our country, nothing is better than 
that. I speak for the young men and 
young women, I speak for this Con-
gress, because it is our constitutional 
duty to raise and maintain them. I in-
tend for us to let the buck stop here, 
where it should. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKELTON. I gladly yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Wash-
ington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
commend the gentleman from Missouri 
for his amendment. I notice he has ad-
justed it up to $50 million, so anything 
under $50 million, where we would get 
special projects, things of that nature, 
can be struck out by the President if 
he thinks that it is not necessary, or 
unnecessary. 

But if we had a major thing, for ex-
ample, let us say the Congress decided 
that we needed to have another air-
craft carrier which is, say, a $3.5 billion 
matter, you have worked it out so you 
could put the money in the budget to 
do that. The President would not be 
then in a position to veto that because 
it is Congress, the gentleman is abso-
lutely right, under the Constitution 
that has the ultimate responsibility. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
RIGGS). The time of the gentleman 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:55 Oct 27, 2010 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 D:\FIX-CR\1995\H02FE5.REC H02FE5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
F

W
6R

H
C

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1132 February 2, 1995 
from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] has ex-
pired. 

(At the request of Mr. DICKS and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. SKELTON was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, it is the 
Congress that ultimately has the re-
sponsibility for the common defense. 
So I think the gentleman has a good 
amendment. The buck should stop here 
on this issue. It will get rid of any kind 
of special interest problems but protect 
Congress’ prerogatives to maintain the 
common defense, and I want to com-
mend the gentleman who has been one 
of the most thoughtful experts on de-
fense policy in the House. 

Mr. SKELTON. I thank the gen-
tleman very much. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to my friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, by the 
gentleman’s amendment he would ex-
empt all items above $50 million in the 
defense category of the overall budget, 
is that correct? 

Mr. SKELTON. Absolutely, abso-
lutely. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I am one that op-
poses the line-item veto, but it is clear 
to me that the line-item veto is going 
to pass, and seems to me if it is going 
to pass this is a question I would like 
to ask, then: By this amendment if the 
President of the United States sought 
to knock out what he perceived or in 
some event she perceived as cold war 
relics, like the B–2 bomber, would the 
President not have the ability to strike 
antiquated weapons systems that ex-
ceeded the $50 million? 

Mr. SKELTON. If the gentleman 
would listen to my response, the Presi-
dent would not be able to strike, under 
this legislation, anything in excess of 
$50 million, which would of course in-
clude the category of which the gen-
tleman speaks, the very important B–2 
stealth bomber. 

Mr. DELLUMS. If the gentleman 
would further yield, then based upon 
that explanation, this gentleman would 
be constrained to oppose the amend-
ment because it would seem to me if we 
are going to do this thing, then the 
President of the United States ought to 
have all items before him or her, and it 
would seem to me in that context if we 
are going to make any exclusion in the 
military budget, that is counter-
productive if it does not allow the 
President to strike a weapons system. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SKEL-
TON] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SKELTON 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. As I was saying, this 
gentleman would be constrained to op-
pose the amendment, Mr. Chairman, 
because if we are going to have this 
thing, I oppose it, but if we are going 
to have it, then give the President the 
total prerogative. By establishing this 
limitation, why not do it in other 
areas? 

Mr. SKELTON. If I may reclaim my 
time, which is limited, there is nothing 
more important than national defense. 
That is the purpose of a Federal Gov-
ernment. That is why we are all here. 
Everything else is in addition thereto. 

Further, if carries out the spirit of 
the Constitution, the buck stops with 
us here in Congress article I, section 8. 

Further, the President still has the 
right to veto an entire bill. He can still 
do that and come back and cause us to 
pass the entire bill. 

We are losing nothing by passing 
this. We are keeping the prerogatives 
of the U.S. Congress. 

I think it should be passed. I would 
hope it would be passed unanimously. 
But I appreciate the gentleman’s com-
ments. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gen-
tleman. Would the gentleman yield 
briefly to me? 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I am simply saying I 
oppose the overall bill for the very con-
stitutional principles the gentleman 
articulates, and if we are going to do 
it, give the President the full preroga-
tives. If you are going to dive off the 
bridge, give the President the full ca-
pacity to flap his wings. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of IKE SKELTON’s amendment and I 
agree with him that the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas, Mr. CHET ED-
WARDS, played a key, instrumental role 
in this amendment. I went with these 
two gentleman to the Normandy 50- 
year commemoration, and many times 
during those days, from the Cambridge 
Cemetery for all our K.I.A. air crews 
from the terrible air war over Hitler’s 
Nazi Germany, to Omaha Beach, to 
Utah Beach, many times we discussed 
among ourselves, Democrats and Re-
publicans, exactly what the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] just said, 
that the principle purpose of our Gov-
ernment, beyond anything else, is to 
defend our homeland. 

To be precise, let’s analyze that 
beautiful Preamble to our Constitu-
tion, which I carry with me, that Pre-
amble says: We the people of the 
United States, in order to, 1, form a 
more perfect union; 2, establish justice; 
3, ensure domestic tranquility, do we 
ever fail on that one; and 4, provide for 
the common defense, defense is a pri-
ority after ‘‘forming a more perfect 
union,’’ which is ongoing and never 
ending. It does come after justice. We 
need justice in our land, we need do-

mestic tranquility, but providing for 
the common defense is something our 
Governors do not have to worry about. 

Let me give some of my own personal 
history on this and why I was the last 
Republican to sign the Contract With 
America. I was hung up over line-item 
veto. I have been against it for most of 
my 16 years and one month here. 

Mickey Edwards of Oklahoma and I 
had a long colloquy on the floor that a 
President in the White House, whether 
a flaky Republican or a flaky Demo-
crat, who knows nothing about pro-
viding for the common defense could 
strike out, yes, the whole B–1, the 
DDG–51 Arleigh Burke destroyers, the 
V–22, the B–2, or the F–22 fighter. He or 
she could kill every modernization pro-
gram, I said I cannot be for that. I am 
for it for every Governor in the Union. 
And I slowly evolved to accepting what 
on principle, like the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS], I was 
against, because we are facing finan-
cial catastrophe and bankruptcy by the 
turn of the century. 

But then this idea comes forward 
from my distinguished colleagues from 
Texas and from Missouri, and I said, 
yes, this is the answer, a slightly 
amended line-item veto that protects 
the Preamble to the Constitution, to 
provide for the common defense. 

Look, Mr. Chairman, I get the honor 
today of announcing something excit-
ing. CVN–76 will be named the U.S.S. 
Ronald Reagan. And I am expecting a 
call from the Secretary of the Navy. 
Some Democrats, every California Re-
publican, 104 of us sent a letter 2 weeks 
ago to Navy Secretary Dalton, and he 
has accepted today the name Ronald 
Reagan, Sec. Dalton is striking the 
name U.S.S. United States for CVN–75, 
which will be christened in September 
of next year, 1996, to name it the U.S.S. 
Harry S Truman. And I rather like that. 
My dad was Harry Dornan, Battery D 
Commander, Captain, World War I. 
How can that be when Harry Truman 
was Battery D Commander, World War 
I? Simply two different divisions. 
U.S.S. Harry Truman next year, and in 
2000 A.D. Ronald Reagan. I have just 
had the pleasure of telling the Reagan 
Library that news. 

These are important things that we 
fund in defense. To have the world’s 
largest moving objects, the Nimitz 
class carriers, named after Presidents 
is fitting and proper. 

b 1830 

We have a George Washington. We 
have an Abraham Lincoln. I just went 
out and shot five landings and five 
catapults off the U.S.S. Eisenhower, the 
first man-of-war with women on board, 
we have the U.S.S. Teddy Roosevelt, one 
of my favorites. This naming of ships is 
important. 

I do not want a Republican or Demo-
crat to take a pen and say no CVN–76, 
U.S.S. Ronald Reagan, no CVN–75, 
Harry Truman, scrap it, do something 
else with the money which is what 
they did with the Northrop Flying 
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Wing, the B–49, just line-itemed it out, 
and Congress did not fight back. 

Defense is our responsibility. We 
have to protect defense. This is a dan-
gerous world with a million poisonous 
snakes out there, although we are 
happy to look at a dead evil empire So-
viet dragon. I say we protect defense, 
and for that, I am for the line-item 
veto with this amendment for all of our 
future Republican, Democrat, or Prohi-
bition Party Presidents. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose 
the amendment simply because, and I 
support the bill, by this amendment we 
are setting apart defense spending, and 
I understand my colleague from Cali-
fornia and my colleague from Texas 
and from Missouri, their concern about 
defense spending. 

We have a mechanism in this bill to 
protect from an irrational response or 
an action by whatever President, and, I 
say to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DORNAN], I hoped we would also 
see a carrier named the Lyndon B. 
Johnson since I am from Texas too, 
someday, I support that also. 

But to set aside this measure and not 
let it go through the procedure that 
this bill creates for it to come back to 
Congress for us to vote, and I think we 
would not have any trouble getting a 
majority vote in the House or a two- 
thirds vote, depending on what amend-
ments we actually adopt to reauthorize 
that, and say, ‘‘Mr. President, no mat-
ter who you are, we want this pro-
gram.’’ By this amendment, we are 
saying, ‘‘Mr. President, you cannot cut 
the large programs. We have a deficit 
problem. You cannot cut $50 million or 
above. We can let you pick around the 
edges, but we have a $4 trillion deficit, 
and we are not going to talk about 
major programs. 

I think it would be irrational for us 
to do that, even for national defense. 

Let me talk about what we are say-
ing to the American people by doing 
this. The national defense is our No. 1 
reason for a government. But we are 
also here to provide for that domestic 
tranquility, and obviously we are not 
doing it. But if we set aside and cut nu-
trition programs that are over $50 mil-
lion for children, for school lunches, we 
cut nutrition programs for senior citi-
zens, then we are not providing for that 
domestic tranquility any more than we 
are providing for the national defense. 

Let me remind this House that the 
reason we have nutrition programs for 
our schools is because of national de-
fense. Harry Truman in 1946 said that 
our service personnel were not up to 
standard, and we needed to provide 
that as a national defense issue. 

I think this amendment is wrong. We 
are setting it separate. It is so impor-
tant we do not send that message to 
our people. 

Senior citizen programs are just as 
important, chapter 1 funding for Fed-
eral funding for education is just as im-
portant, and it is much more than $50 

million. If we are going to start ex-
empting out defense, and I agree that 
we need to have those programs from 
this, then we need to also exempt out 
education funding, senior citizens’ food 
programs, elementary school programs. 
I just think this is the wrong method, 
because if a President does wrong, we 
can change it by this bill, and we 
should not start picking out certain 
issues or we will come with amend-
ments up here today and do the same 
thing we did on the unfunded mandates 
and say let us exempt certain pro-
grams. 

This amendment was not considered 
in committee, never even discussed, 
and we had a full day of not only mark-
up but also a full day of hearings, and 
this never came up. 

So I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I yield 

to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KLECZKA. Let me echo the sen-

timents of my colleague who has just 
spoken. 

If we are going to start the exclusion 
game, we are going to be on this bill 
longer than the unfunded mandates 
game. I say to you right now, and I told 
you earlier in the debate, I support 
H.R. 2 as drafted. 

We did amend the bill with the Thur-
man amendment, which I thought was 
a step in the right direction. If you 
adopt this amendment and take one 
major portion of the budget, 20-some 
percent of the budget, off the table for 
the most part, do not let the President 
get near that and not do the same for 
education, health care for young and 
old alike, medical research, I think 
what we are doing here, Mr. Chairman, 
we are purporting a sham on the Amer-
ican people. 

And I would like to tell my col-
leagues there will be a rollcall on this, 
so if any of you are going to shout loud 
and run to the Cloakroom, ‘‘It ain’t 
going to happen.’’ 

But note, if you will, the precedent 
we are setting with this amendment, if 
adopted, is terrible, terrible, and if you 
are serious about passing this line, 
item veto legislation, do not start by 
putting nonsense like this into the 
product. 

I plead with my colleagues not to do 
so. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Oregon. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
say that this amendment truly sends 
the wrong message to the American 
public. It says there are certain things 
that are sacred cows, and we cannot 
preserve sacred cows and be serious 
about line item veto. 

If any program is exempt, then all 
programs are exempt, and we are not 
putting forward true line-item veto 
legislation. 

So I would oppose this amendment. 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the 
amendment. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. I do so to oppose this amend-
ment. 

I reluctantly oppose the amendment. 
I know there are many Members on 
this side of the aisle and certain Mem-
bers on the other side of the aisle who 
feel this is an area that should be ex-
empt, sacrosanct, should be protected 
from what we are providing for the 
President with the line-item veto. But 
I submit, Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment really flies in the face of the pur-
pose of what we are trying to accom-
plish in H.R. 2, and would, in fact, re-
strict the President’s rescission au-
thority even more greatly than does 
current law. It would go beyond what 
we can do under existing law, and I 
think the amendment should be de-
feated. 

I think the gentleman’s amendment 
would single out for special treatment 
defense appropriations of more than $50 
million, and I would say to the gen-
tleman and to the Members there are 
many programs, nondefense-related 
programs, that rise to the level of pork 
or could rise to the level of pork which 
would be exempted from even being 
considered for a line-item rescission 
under this bill. 

For example, we have active forces 
transition enhancement, disaster re-
lief, $70 million, disaster relief efforts 
$50 million, Philadelphia Naval Ship-
yard economic conversion, one that 
would be very dear to my heart, but 
some might consider that pork, $50 
million. There are a lot of programs 
here that would be put off the reserva-
tion, not permitted to be touched or 
even considered for exemption or for 
line-item veto. 

The other point is we have already in 
this debate over the last day or two ex-
empted or considered whether to ex-
pand the judiciary, and there were very 
strong and powerful arguments made 
why the judiciary should be protected, 
the separation of powers and so forth. 
We rejected that argument and said 
that nobody, no program rose to the 
level where it should be exempted from 
consideration. 

What it really says is that we are 
willing to trust the President to use 
his good judgment as the President 
elected by all the people to make de-
terminations with regard to every 
other program that we deal with except 
defense. 

I recognize that defense is certainly 
the No. 1 consideration, the No. 1 pri-
ority, that we need to deal with here, 
but to say that it is of such importance 
that we cannot even consider elimi-
nating pork from that program, I 
think, is the wrong thing. 

We do trust the President to do this. 
I think we have to trust him in this 
one as well, and I would also point out 
there are very few major defense pro-
grams that are less than $50 million, so 
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it seems to me there would be almost 
no opportunity to really affect waste-
ful, outmoded, outdated, as the former 
chairman said, outmoded weapons sys-
tems, we would not be able to touch. 

It assumes there is no pork in DOD. 
I think that is clearly wrong. There is 
pork in every program we deal with. So 
I must strongly resist and oppose the 
gentlemen’s amendment. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. As the gentleman 
knows, we plan later on to offer an 
amendment that I think cures this 
problem, and that is if the legislature, 
this Congress, stays within the 
glideslope projections that take us to a 
balance budget, we are not going to 
have this problem at all. It is only 
when we spend in excess that then the 
President would have to exercise the 
line-item veto to keep us on line, in 
which case every program ought to be 
examined to see if there is pork in it, 
every single one. 

I think the gentleman is correct in 
that view. I would urge that that view 
prevail on this floor. 

b 1840 

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do so to make a cou-
ple of points. One is that it is less then 
clear, I think, to the American public 
when we say the budget becoming in 
balance as to what we mean in respect 
to the national debt that has accumu-
lated. We keep referring to a balanced 
budget as if just the removal of the def-
icit would in fact bring the budget into 
balance. But the real purpose of my re-
marks at this moment is to speak to 
the amendment before us. 

This amendment, seemingly, would 
restrict any line-item veto limited to 
items of $25 million, to no more than 
$25 million. It would seem to me that 
with some creative budgeting you 
could make a number of budgets, pro-
grams not presently in the defense 
budget part of the defense budget, and 
therefore protect them from the line- 
item veto. If the majority is trying to 
legitimately pass a line-item veto, 
they would not want to create this 
kind of creativity in the budget proc-
ess. 

Even though I do not degree with the 
notion of line-item veto, I have talked 
about my experience with it in Penn-
sylvania where it has been abused. But 
if the purpose is a pure one and a sin-
cere one, it would seem to me this 
amendment would be rejected. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. And as I do so I am 
thinking ‘‘Here we go again.’’ We ap-
pear to be right back on our debate, 
about which we were speaking earlier 
this week, on unfunded mandates. 

You cam recall in that bill the spon-
sors exempted from the definition of 
unfunded mandates laws dealing with 
national security. So we had amend-
ments to exempt other laws, like laws 
protecting the environment, laws pro-
tecting children, and laws protecting 
workers. In each case the proponents of 
the bill said ‘‘No.’’ They said it would 
open the floodgates to more exemp-
tions. 

Here we are again. This amendment 
exempts defense spending from rescis-
sions. The President could not under 
the amendment cut defense spending, 
like a missile system. At the same 
time there are no other exemptions. 
There are no exceptions for spending 
for nutrition programs, programs for 
the homeless, programs for the elderly, 
children’s programs, programs for the 
aged, programs for the disabled, and 
education programs. It is the same set 
of priorities we saw the last time. 

Mr. Chairman, as Yogi Berra said, ‘‘it 
is deja vu all over again.’’ 

I urge we vote no on this amendment. 
It is not a good amendment. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a great deal of 
respect for the authors of this amend-
ment. I think there are Members who 
are primarily responsible about keep-
ing our national defense capability at a 
very, vry high level, which we all think 
is very important. 

I reluctantly rise to oppose this 
amendment, though, because earlier 
today we debated the issue of exempt-
ing the judiciary from this bill and I 
think we rightfully did not exempt the 
judiciary. 

I believe we should not exempt the 
Pentagon. Military spending should 
not be sacrosanct in terms of budget 
scrutiny, scrutiny with regard to pork- 
barrel spending. The President has a 
responsibility to look at all spending, 
even as it relates to our national de-
fense, and to decide whether it is nec-
essary. If indeed the President un-
wisely vetoes a national defense ex-
penditure, the Congress can override 
that if he makes a serious mistake in 
judgment. 

So I strongly oppose this amend-
ment. I think as the gentlewoman from 
Illinois said, if we start exempting all 
these areas we are going to run into 
real problems. 

Let us give the President a strong 
line-item veto authority and let us get 
this budget deficit under control once 
and for all. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GENE GREEN OF 

TEXAS TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
SKELTON 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment. 

Amendment offered by Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas to the amendment offered by Mr. 
SKELTON of Missouri: Before the period at 
the end of the proposed amendment insert 
the following: ‘‘and Medicare’’. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order on the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is reserved. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, this amendment came up 
very quickly. Again, our committee did 
not even have the opportunity to dis-
cuss it or consider it in the public hear-
ing or even in the markup. And my 
concern is if we are talking on an im-
portant national issue, and national 
defense is important, and setting up 
that anything over $50 million the 
President cannot line-item veto and 
send back to us for consideration, why 
should we not also, if we are going to 
set up a separate classification for im-
portant programs that our Government 
is responsible for, why should not we 
also include Medicare for our seniors? 

Again, it is not necessarily the na-
tional defense is in the Constitution, 
but I make a case I think for domestic 
tranquillity and health care for seniors 
even though it was only since the 1965 
under President Johnson that this Con-
gress passed it. I think we ought to be 
able to set that up and send the same 
message that we do not want a future 
President of the United States to make 
the determination that our budget is so 
high that we are going to cut Medicare 
because it is obviously over $50 million 
a year. 

I think we need to set up—if we are 
going to set up a sacred cow, and there 
are some that I have, and one is Medi-
care, I think a lot of Members of Con-
gress would recognize that. Even the 
majority said they would not touch So-
cial Security. 

I would put an extension on that to 
say that we are not going to touch 
Medicare. I would hope the Members of 
Congress would consider this, say that 
if we are making national defense im-
portant, over $50 million, let us look at 
it and let us look at Medicare. 

I would encourage Members to sup-
port this amendment. 

POINT OF ORDER 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GOSS] insist on his 
point of order? 

Mr. GOSS. This gentleman from 
Florida does insist on his point of 
order, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his objection. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the amendment 
and ask to be heard on my point of 
order. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment vio-
lates clause 7 of rule XVI, the germane-
ness rule, and introduces a new subject. 
It really does. We are getting out of 
discretionary budget authority into en-
titlements, mandatory spending, obvi-
ously. This is wildly beyond the terri-
tory, as I believe the gentleman knows. 

I want to assure everybody that that 
was not the intent. We are talking 
about discretionary budget authority. I 
want to put the gentleman’s mind at 
ease that there is no attack on Social 
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Security or anything else going on 
here. This is just, unfortunately, out of 
bounds. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN, wish to 
speak on the point of order? 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, if I may be recognized, I 
would like to speak. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas may proceed. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, obviously, I disagree with 
the germaneness because it is talking 
about the line-item veto and setting up 
a different program. Now, if we want to 
set up a different sacred cow, so to 
speak, or protect a different program 
than we are going to protect from the 
line-item veto, I think it is germane to 
the bill. There may be a question about 
the amendment, but then we could run 
with a separate amendment. But to 
save the time of Congress you may 
want to consider it just as an amend-
ment to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
EMERSON). The Chair is prepared to 
rule. 

The amendment is not germane to 
the Skelton amendment, which relates 
to national defense budget authority. 

The point of order is sustained. 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a prodefense 
Democrat. I believe that guaranteeing 
a strong national defense is the first 
responsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment. It has been so for 200 years of our 
Nation’s history. Whether you are a 
Republican or a Democrat, if you be-
lieve truly in a strong national defense, 
you should vote ‘‘yes’’ on Skelton 
amendment. 

Let me be very clear: A vote against 
this amendment is a vote against pro-
tecting our Nation’s defense. 

To my Democratic colleagues and to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SKELTON] for his leadership, to my Re-
publican colleagues, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DORNAN], the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP], the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WELDON], who have cosponsored this in 
a bipartisan fashion, I say thank you. 

To my Republican colleagues who 
might be thinking about voting against 
this amendment, let me have you ask 
yourself a question. 

b 1850 
Do you want a President, perhaps the 

President that you will least like to 
see in the Oval Office, and only one- 
third of this House, or only one-third of 
our Senate, to be able to veto ballistic 
missile defense, or the B–2, or the V–22, 
or the F–22, or perhaps a military oper-
ation in your district? Do you want 
that to happen? 

Do you want this President that you 
would like not to see sitting in the 
Oval Office and one-third of this House 
to be able to cut the size of the Army 
by two divisions, and you would be 
helpless to stop it? 

I say to my colleagues, if that’s what 
you want, then oppose the Skelton 
amendment. 

To my colleagues, both Republican 
and Democratic who are very strong in 
favor of national defense, I say, if you 
vote no on this amendment, you are 
voting to make it easier to gut our na-
tional defense period. If that happens, 
make no mistake about it. You will 
have done more to hurt our defense 
programs than any liberal Democrat 
who believes our defense budget genu-
inely should be cut in half. The choice 
is clear. If you believe national defense 
is the most important responsibility of 
the Federal Government, then you 
should vote aye on this amendment. If 
you believe national defense is more 
important than the whims or the polit-
ical agenda of any one President of ei-
ther party, then you should support 
this amendment. If you vote no on this 
amendment, do not try to defend your 
vote by saying you wanted a pure bill 
with no exemptions. 

Mr. Chairman, defense deserves to be 
treated differently. If deserves to be ex-
empted because the lives of our young 
service men and women and the na-
tional security of our Nation and our 
future are far more important than 
some blind commitment to vote 
against all amendments. 

I say, the choice is clear, my col-
leagues. If you want to protect a strong 
national defense, the only vote on this 
amendment is a yes vote. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to compliment the 
gentleman and the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] for their com-
ments on this issue. 

I think the bewitching hour has ar-
rived. We have had numerous speeches 
on this floor over my tenure of 4 years 
of everyone saying, ‘‘I’m for national 
defense, I’m for national defense, and I 
stand squarely behind the military of 
our country.’’ 

This is an opportunity to put really 
the mark on the way and say, ‘‘I truly 
believe it,’’ by this vote. Absolutely a 
no vote on this particular amendment 
will state it is not OK to protect na-
tional defense of this country, and I ap-
plaud the works of the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] and others who 
have cosponsored this amendment. I 
strongly stand in favor of this amend-
ment to make sure that our national 
defense remains strong under all cir-
cumstances. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. PETER-
SON]. I can think of no Member of this 
House who can speak more sincerely 
and more genuinely and who has given 
more to this country in its national de-
fense than the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. PETERSON]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I listened with great 
intensity to this. This is a very impor-
tant subject, and I believe the people 
who have made this amendment have 
done it out of the spirit of a very 
strong conviction about the need for 
national defense, and we do not do any-
thing here that could possibly interfere 
with the best possible national security 
we can provide for every American. 

I think, however, that their effort 
has been a little misguided perhaps be-
cause they are not familiar with what 
else is in this legislation, and I reluc-
tantly, as the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. CLINGER] did, have to come 
to the conclusion that this is not a 
good amendment and that there are 
perhaps other ways to achieve what is 
being argued for, which I certainly sup-
port, which is the best possible na-
tional defense, the most efficient cost. 

In fact, Mr. Chairman, I am afraid 
this amendment, as it is reported, as I 
understand it, may actually tend to 
undermine the intent of this bill be-
cause it opens the door. We have not 
opened any other door, and we heard 
the gentleman from Wisconsin has spo-
ken very eloquently about what will 
happen if we open the door: ‘‘If you 
open one, they are all going to open.’’ 

Then there is talk a little bit further 
about what is going to happen if we do 
not do this amendment. There is no 
other way to solve these problems to 
protect the defense. 

Well, we have just agreed to the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN] 
which I think will help. We have cre-
ated an expedited process in committee 
to make sure that we can deal with 
these things quickly. We have guaran-
teed every Member a vote. We have 
gone the extra length to make sure 
every Member can get out and get on 
this concern, whatever it may be, and 
there will be only defense, and deal 
with it, and I would even suggest to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SKEL-
TON], for whom I have the deepest re-
spect, there may even be better ways 
outside the scope of H.R. 2 today that 
we are talking about, and I would be 
happy to share those with him because 
in committee we did talk about some 
of those things, and I think there are a 
number of other options, and I think 
we only make exceptions of the mag-
nitude that we would have to make if 
we favored this that would open those 
doors that the gentleman from Wis-
consin has referred to if there are no 
other choices, and it is clear there are 
other choices. 

I am very concerned about the trig-
ger that has been set. It is arbitrary. If 
this is law, it becomes law for a long 
time. Is that the right number for a 
long period of time? Will it be changed? 
Will it be changed and abused after a 
period of time? Those kinds of ques-
tions have be asked. 

But perhaps the most serious con-
cerns I have are what we would put 
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under the, quote, defense umbrella, un-
quote, if we made this exception. 

Now, when I look at the appendix of 
some of the nondefense-related pro-
grams funded by defense in 1993, I get 
into things like disaster relief, disaster 
relief, legacy resource management, 
World Cup USA, environmental impact 
on Indian lands, World University 
Games, breast cancer research, AIDS 
research, prostate research, a whole 
bunch of things that are critically im-
portant programs. I would not doubt 
that for 1 minute, but wonder if they 
are really central and paramount to 
the major defense mission of national 
security, and what I am concerned 
about is, if we tried to create an ex-
emption like this, that suddenly every-
thing will be defense related, there 
really will not be very much else to 
talk about, and that concerns me very, 
very much, and I realize that some of 
those programs, in an abundance of 
caution and fairness I will say, would 
not reach the trigger today, but that 
does not mean they would not reach 
the trigger tomorrow, as we get more 
and more into these things, and I say 
AIDS research might be an area where 
we might have that number go up dra-
matically. 

But the other point that is perhaps 
more serious: It seems to me that the 
gentleman or the gentlelady in the 
White House is our President, and I 
wonder why we would exempt the Com-
mander in Chief from jurisdiction over 
a defense program. That is a puzzle. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I, too, am a pro-de-
fense Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives. I would point out to my 
colleagues that with the Thurman 
amendment any 50 of us that took um-
brage with any decision that has been 
made now in either bill, either the H.R. 
2 or the substitute that we will offer 
tomorrow, any 50 standing up may get 
a separate vote. Therefore, we have 
covered a good part of the problem that 
has been a concern by my colleagues 
who I formerly agreed with in total. 

I choose to take a few minutes 
though to speak on behalf of why I op-
pose H.R. 2, and my colleagues have 
just heard the best example of why all 
of us in this body should be a little bit 
concerned before we grant to any 
President one-third-plus-one minority 
override on decisions of extreme impor-
tance to individual Members, whether 
it be on defense or any other area of 
our budget. 

I have opposed the real line-item 
veto ever since I first heard of it. We 
are not discussing the real line-item 
veto because, if we were doing the real 
line-item veto, we would have an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States for purposes of two- 
thirds vote in the House, two-thirds 
vote in the Senate, sending it to the 
American people to see whether or not 
three-fourths of the States want to see 
us grant this tremendous change in 

power that we are about to do if we 
adopt H.R. 2, power as defined by the 
Constitution, by the original writers. 
That is why we have come to a conclu-
sion that we need a modified version of 
the line-item, a modified version even 
of the modification called H.R. 2. 

b 1900 
I can no longer explain to my con-

stituents why we do not give the Presi-
dent the right to go into appropriation 
bills, into tax bills, into any kind of a 
bill on this floor, and extract certain 
things that are embarrassing to the en-
tire House. I could not do that. So we 
came up with the modified version in 
which we are perfectly willing, and I 
say this in all sincerity, any President 
of the United States today or in the fu-
ture can go into any bill, any bill, and 
line-item CHARLIE STENHOLM’s, i.e., 
17th District of Texas, favorite pro-
gram. Something of benefit specifically 
to my constituency. I want them to 
have that power. All I ask is that I 
have an opportunity to stand on this 
floor and to argue with you, my col-
leagues. And if I can find 50-percent- 
plus-one to agree with me, it stays in. 
If the President wins, it goes out. 

That is the significant part of the de-
bate that we will spend today, tomor-
row, and Monday on. We will get fur-
ther into this debate when we talk to 
him about the specifics of the sub-
stitute that we offer. 

I just have a difficult time believing 
that there is a majority of my col-
leagues that want to grant one-third- 
plus-one minority override, particu-
larly now that we are talking about de-
fense. But whatever the area is, that is 
the fundamental question. And to all 
who we have managed to muddle this 
so much, I want to repeat, I am per-
fectly willing, and want to have the 
President to be granted new powers to 
go in and extract those things in budg-
ets that should not be there. Period. 
The fundamental question you have to 
ask is: Do you want it to be a minority 
override? Do you want one-third of the 
Senate to agree with the President and 
it be done, one-third of the House to 
agree with the House? Or do we want to 
stay with majority rule? 

If you needed a good argument for 
the position of the substitute of the 
Wise-Spratt-Stenholm amendment, 
you have just heard it tonight. And to 
my colleagues who believe that you 
want it to be that other way, I hope 
you will think twice overnight and re-
consider your position. I believe the 
substitute is the better way for us to 
go. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly rise to 
oppose this amendment. At the begin-
ning, I thought this might be a pretty 
good amendment and it was really im-
portant to make sure that under the 
Constitution we maintain a common 
defense. But let me make two very real 
points. 

To those that are purists, like I am, 
you cannot come out here on the bal-

anced budget amendment, on unfunded 
mandates, on this bill, the line-item 
veto, and be pure about the philosophy 
that we are trying to accomplish here 
with the Contract With America and 
exempt one program. 

If we are going to exempt defense, 
then it is hypocritical not to exempt 
child issues. It is hypocritical not to 
exempt education or any other very fa-
vorite and solemn program that we are 
all for. 

It disturbs me, first off, in this 
amendment that you have a threshold 
of $50 million. It very well concerns me 
that what in practice, in trying to 
avoid the President line iteming some 
of the very favorite programs that do 
not cost $50 million, defense becomes 
the welfare pot to throw all kinds of 
programs into. 

Let me just show you some non-de-
fense-related programs that I have. I 
have two pages that are already put 
into the pot. Most of these are under 
$50 million. 

The National Guard civilian youth 
program; the National Guard Outreach 
Los Angeles program; the Presidio of 
San Francisco is in this; disaster relief 
is in this; the World University Games 
could be put in this. It was put in the 
defense bill before. Summer Olympics 
in the defense bill. AIDS research in 
the defense bill. 

Now, most men in this House think it 
is very important, but in the defense 
bill there is prostate disease research. I 
do not know if that is really important 
to the defense, the common defense, of 
this country. 

I could go on and on. Historically 
black colleges and universities, that 
may entice some that are against this 
amendment to be for it, but it does not 
belong in the defense bill. United 
States-Japan management training, 
and many other programs that could 
go into the defense bill and seriously 
harm spending for defense. 

Let me tell you, the present Presi-
dent, my President, decides to start 
line-item vetoing things in the defense 
bill that are important to pro-defense 
people, I guarantee you we have the 
votes in this House right now to stop 
that President from doing so. I am not 
afraid to take on the President if he 
wants to take on the strategic defense 
initiative and other issues like that. 
We can take him on, we have the votes, 
and we will defeat him. 

I think you have to keep this line- 
item veto, and I agree with the gen-
tleman from Texas, I would much pre-
fer to have a constitutional amend-
ment, but this is all we have. And it is 
a good, very well-structured, worked- 
out bill, that we do not need to be ex-
empting any one program from an-
other. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:55 Oct 27, 2010 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00062 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 D:\FIX-CR\1995\H02FE5.REC H02FE5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
F

W
6R

H
C

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1137 February 2, 1995 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to thank the gentleman from Texas. 
The gentleman makes my case. Every 
item that the gentleman mentioned is 
under $50 million. Every item that the 
gentleman mentioned could be vetoed 
under this amendment by the Presi-
dent of the United States. I thank the 
gentleman for making the case and in 
essence speaking for my amendment. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I disagree with the gen-
tleman. He is right there could be line- 
item veto, but there are other items in 
here over $50 million that could not be 
vetoed. Disaster relief, legacy resource 
management, Hawaiian volcano ob-
servatory, over $50 million, Semetech 
research. University research grants. 
Some of them may be pro-defense, but 
we all know many of them probably are 
not. And there are many others. 

The point that I am trying to make 
is that it leaves a loophole for those 
that may want to have a favorite social 
program stuck into the defense budget, 
something that many of us oppose. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman and I have 
served many years together in the 
state house, and I am glad to see we 
agree today on this issue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] has 
expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DELAY 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, sometimes this aisle gets to 
be a wall instead of a way we can cross. 
I am glad the gentleman spoke today 
and talked about this. We could set up 
other programs just like this if we 
wanted to, but this bill needs to be as 
pure as we can have it. I agree, though, 
that we might need to look at an 
amendment later to make it a majority 
of the House instead of two-thirds, be-
cause I do not know if you could get 
two-thirds of the House to override a 
Presidential line-item veto. We might 
look at a majority on a later amend-
ment. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
more than happy to work with the gen-
tleman on his suggestion, and we will 
look at it later. I was willing to work 
on this amendment, but when I really 
looked at it, I thought in order to be 
honest and straightforward about this, 
you cannot exempt any one particular 
line item. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Hawaii. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, 
as much as Hawaii was mentioned, and 
volcanoes, this is a good point. It 
makes my case, I must say, I believe 
why the line-item veto should not be 

used. We are dealing with the 
Pohakaka training site. All the train-
ing for the Pacific Rim takes place 
there. The reason for the appropriation 
is to see to it that our forces are ready 
for any contingency that occurs out 
there. It is not pork barrel. Just be-
cause it exists in Hawaii does not mean 
it is not vital to the national interests. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF PENN-

SYLVANIA TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 
MR. SKELTON 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment, which I have discussed 
with the initial offerer of the amend-
ment, and I assume he is willing to ac-
cept. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WELDON of 

Pennsylvania to the Amendment offered by 
Mr. SKELTON: Strike out ‘‘$50,000,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$200,000’’. 

b 1910 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to offer this amend-
ment, which I have discussed with my 
friends on the other side, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] 
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. ED-
WARDS]. 

Let me say at the outset, Mr. Chair-
man, we are all in agreement here. The 
defense budget of this country has al-
ready become the cash cow. In last 
year’s defense bill, Mr. Chairman, the 
total amount of unauthorized appro-
priations was $4.7 billion; $2 billion of 
that $4.7 billion was in the sub-
committee that I now chair, the Sub-
committee on Research and Develop-
ment. 

I asked the staff to provide me a list-
ing of those projects that were included 
as unauthorized appropriations, and I 
have them here. There are more than 
two pages. There are a whole series of 
pages. And, in fact, Mr. Chairman, 
most of the projects are under $50 mil-
lion, and almost all of the projects are 
under $200 million. 

We are in agreement that those 
projects that are taking dollars away 
from the defense of this country should 
be subject to a Presidential line-item 
veto, which, if we feel strongly enough 
about, we can keep in the budget. 
Many of these programs would not 
withstand that test. But we also agree 
that there needs to be some limit. 

The defense appropriation bill is the 
largest appropriation bill that we act 
on each year. We want to make sure 
that as we go through major weapons 
systems that some President down the 
road may not in fact wipe out an entire 
weapons system that in fact has been 
fully debated through the committee 
process. 

What we are trying to get at are the 
add-ons that Members get through the 
back door. I would say to my col-
leagues that I do not know of any 
Member of this body, in the 9 years 
that I have been here, that has gotten 

an add-on on the defense bill more than 
200 million. I cannot think of a thing. 
I went through this listing, and I can-
not find one. 

So I think it is important that we do 
in fact work to reduce that $4.7 billion 
unauthorized appropriation level. I 
have said that in committee. I have 
said it in subcommittee, and I say it on 
the House floor. 

But I also think it is important that 
we understand these bigger items, 
which are important for our security, 
which are debated in our authorization 
and Committee on Appropriations, also 
should not be subjected to that kind of 
action without full and deliberate de-
bate. That is why the threshold is 
needed. 

I would hope that my good friend and 
colleague would in fact accept this 
amendment to his amendment. I would 
hope that our colleagues would vote 
‘‘yes’’ on the amendment. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend from Pennsylvania. 
His proposed amendment to my amend-
ment corrects the debate that we have 
just heard. I gladly accept it, and the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. EDWARDS] 
tells me he also accepts it. We appre-
ciate the gentleman’s hard work and 
the sincerity and the research that he 
has done and just offered us on the 
floor. And we thank him. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I 
would hope that our colleagues would 
support this, Mr. Chairman. I consider 
myself a fiscal conservative. I have as 
many watchdogs in my office as any of 
my colleagues, but this is also an issue 
involving our national security. Please 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on the amendment. 

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. FATTAH. I know that the gen-
tleman is sincere, but I wanted to ask 
one question. What would prevent a 
group of projects that some might call 
pork being put together to get over the 
200 million mark? There was some cre-
ative budgeting done back home where 
I come from, and I am just trying to 
understand how would the gentleman 
guard against that in this particular 
amendment. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I 
thank my colleague for the question, 
my good friend from Philadelphia. And 
what I would say, I am not a member 
of the Committee on Appropriations, 
but typically these items are added on 
line by line. They are specific in na-
ture, and, in fact, we would have that 
opportunity. In fact, I would be happy 
to show this list to any of my col-
leagues. Every one of the items in the 
R&D account of $2 billion of unauthor-
ized appropriations are in fact individ-
ually listed. They, in fact, are not 
lumped together. I do not think that 
would be a problem. If it is, we will 
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have to deal with that on a future leg-
islative issue or effort of this type. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WELDON] to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SKELTON]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 52, noes 362, 
not voting 20, as follows: 

[Roll No. 87] 

AYES—52 

Bateman 
Bishop 
Brewster 
Browder 
Burton 
Callahan 
Coleman 
Cramer 
Cubin 
Danner 
de la Garza 
Dicks 
Dornan 
Edwards 
Emerson 
Everett 
Fazio 
Fowler 

Frost 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hilleary 
Hunter 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Klink 
Laughlin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Metcalf 
Mfume 
Montgomery 
Ortiz 
Pastor 

Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Scarborough 
Scott 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spence 
Stump 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thornberry 
Ward 
Weldon (PA) 
Wilson 

NOES—362 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Brownback 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 

Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (IL) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cunningham 
Davis 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 

Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 

Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum 

McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 

Salmon 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING—20 

Baesler 
Barcia 
Becerra 
Bliley 
Brown (CA) 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (MI) 

Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Harman 
Manton 
Martinez 
Minge 

Moakley 
Radanovich 
Rangel 
Smith (TX) 
Stark 
Waxman 

b 1931 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. BALDACCI, 
and Mr. HOLDEN changed their vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. HILLEARY changed his vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, during Rollcall 

Vote No. 87 on H.R. 2 I was unavoidably de-
tained. Had I been present I would have voted 
‘‘no.’’ 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DEAL OF GEORGIA 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DEAL of Geor-
gia: At the end, add the following new sec-
tion: 
SEC. 7. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.— 
(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an 

action, in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory 
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground 
that any provision of this Act violates the 
Constitution. 

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt-
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, and each House of Congress shall have 
the right to intervene in such action. 

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1) 
shall be heard and determined by a three- 
judge court in accordance with section 2284 
of title 28, United States Code. 
Nothing in this section or in any other law 
shall infringe upon the right of the House of 
Representatives to intervene in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) without the ne-
cessity of adopting a resolution to authorize 
such intervention. 

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia which is issued pur-
suant to an action brought under paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by 
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Any such appeal shall be 
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10 
days after such order is entered; and the ju-
risdictional statement shall be filed within 
30 days after such order is entered. No stay 
of an order issued pursuant to an action 
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su-
preme Court. 

(c) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.—It shall be 
the duty of the District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of 
the United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex-
tent the disposition of any matter brought 
under subsection (a). 

(Mr. DEAL of Georgia asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment is hopefully a non-
controversial one that addresses the 
issue of expedited judicial review. 
Since we are proceeding in a statutory 
form for a line item veto and not a con-
stitutional amendment, it should be 
obvious that until that constitu-
tionality is clarified, it will be under a 
cloud. 

This would be an expedited process 
for allowing that issue to be deter-
mined and allow this body, if it is de-
termined unconstitutional, to make 
necessary changes and, if not, to pro-
ceed with its use. 

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment. 
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Mr. Chairman, this should be a non-con-

troversial amendment that can be supported 
by Members of both sides of the line-item veto 
issue. My amendment will simply streamline 
and expedite judicial review of the line-item 
veto authority in the bill. The amendment will 
ensure that any questions regarding the con-
stitutionally of line item veto authority are re-
solved as rapidly as possible. 

I endorsed the line-item veto in my cam-
paign and have voted in favor of the strongest 
possible line item veto at every opportunity 
since coming to Congress. As a supporter of 
line-item veto, I believe that it is important that 
any questions regarding the constitutionally of 
the line item be resolved as quickly as pos-
sible. As long as legal questions remain, the 
President may be reluctant to fully utilize the 
line-item veto, and any spending cut through 
the line-item veto process would certainly be 
challenged. The effectiveness of the line-item 
veto will be severely handicapped until the 
legal questions are resolved. It is in nobody’s 
interest to leave the legal status of line-item 
veto authority in limbo for an extended period 
of time. 

Under my amendment, any Member of Con-
gress may bring action in Federal district court 
challenging the constitutionally of the line-item 
veto. The decision of the district court would 
be appealed directly to the Supreme Court. 
Both the district court and the Supreme Court 
would be directed to advance any case chal-
lenging the line-item veto on the docket and 
expedite consideration of the case. 

Hopefully, the procedure established by my 
amendment will result in a final resolution re-
garding the constitutionally of line-item veto 
authority before the fiscal year 1996 appro-
priations bills are sent to the President. If the 
courts uphold the constitutionally of line-item 
veto authority, the President will be free to uti-
lize the line-item veto authority without any 
question. If the courts strike down the line-item 
veto authority, Congress will have time to con-
sider legislation to take corrective action and 
pass legislation strengthening the ability of the 
President to cut out wasteful items in tax and 
spending bills that is consistent with the ruling 
of the court. 

If my amendment for judicial review is not 
added to the bill, it is unlikely that the courts 
would consider the issue until the President 
exercises the line-item authority. Every rescis-
sion submitted by the President under the line- 
item veto authority for fiscal year 1996 would 
almost certainly be challenged and potentially 
blocked until the issue worked its way through 
the court system. This will effectively prevent 
the President from truly utilizing the line-item 
veto for fiscal year 1996. 

Whether or not you support the line-item 
veto, I encourage you to support the Deal judi-
cial review amendment. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good amend-
ment which simply ensures that any 
court challenge to H.R. 2 be considered 
on an expedited basis. Because this bill 
affords a significant new power to the 
President, it almost certainly will be 
challenged in court. Rather than per-
mitting any such challenge to linger on 
overcrowded court dockets, the Deal 
amendment would provide for fast- 
track judicial consideration of any 
court challenge. 

The amendment is a significant en-
hancement to the bill and should be 
adopted. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Deal amendment. It is one that we 
should all be able to support whether 
we support the bill or oppose the line- 
item veto bill. This amendment makes 
it possible for the constitutionality of 
H.R. 2 to be brought before the courts 
on an expedited basis. 

Proponents of H.R. 2 should want to 
have the constitutional question re-
garding this bill settled as soon as pos-
sible. Those of us who oppose H.R. 2 for 
constitutional reasons also want the 
courts to look at this bill as soon as 
possible. 

This amendment says that the courts 
can go ahead and hear a test case on 
this legislation constitutionally with-
out having to wait for the President to 
use the line-item veto authority this 
bill gives him. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill gives the 
President authority to sign measures 
into law that are in a form the Con-
gress has never passed. To me, that 
means we are giving the President au-
thority to make laws, authority that 
belongs to the Congress under the Con-
stitution. To me that raises serious 
constitutional questions. 

On this point, I would note that in 
testimony before the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary last week, As-
sistant Attorney General Walter 
Dellenger challenged the constitu-
tionality of H.R. 2. I am going to read 
briefly from his statement in which he 
refers to the authority H.R. 2 gives the 
President over targeted tax benefits: 

It does so by purporting to authorize a 
President to ‘‘veto’’ target tax benefits after 
they become law thus resulting in their re-
peal. The use of the term ‘‘veto’’ and ‘‘re-
peal’’ is constitutionally problematic. Arti-
cle I, Clause 7 of the Constitution provides 
that the President only can exercise his 
‘‘veto’’ power before a provision becomes 
law. As for the word ‘‘repeal,’’ it suggests 
that the President is being given authoriza-
tion to change existing laws on his own. This 
arguably would violate the plain textual pro-
vision of Article I, Clause 7 of the Constitu-
tion governing the manner in which Federal 
laws are to be made and altered. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment. It 
makes good sense to do so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I do so only to give 

the Members a sense of where we are. 
It is our hope to be able to deal with 

one more amendment this evening, an 
amendment to be offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN-
JORSKI], and at that point we will hope-
fully conclude action on that amend-
ment tonight and rise. 

b 1940 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KANJORSKI 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KANJORSKI: At 
the end, add the following new section: 
SEC. 7. TERMINATION DATE. 

This Act shall cease to be effective on Jan-
uary 1, 2000. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment of course is 
to add another section indicating ter-
mination date; and it is the purpose to 
sunset this act as of January 1 of the 
year 2000, the principle being that we 
would enact extraordinary powers and 
transfer of powers from the Congress to 
the Executive, some of which powers 
are unknown or unreasonable or un-
thinkable right now as to what the 
ramifications of this may be. And I 
think what it does is allows us the op-
portunity to have a rein on the Execu-
tive, that if over the next 5 years there 
is abuse in the exercise of the line-item 
veto this Congress would have an op-
portunity to oversight the use of the 
line-item veto to either reform the 
amount of power that would be dele-
gated to the Executive and if the abuse 
is so excessive by the Executive, it 
would terminate as of January 1 of the 
year 2000. 

I have never been a supporter of the 
constitutional amendment of changing 
the balance of powers between the ex-
ecutive branch of government and the 
legislative branch of government inso-
far as the legislative branch would pass 
over to the executive all of the possi-
bilities that could be used in the appro-
priation bills and in tax bills. But ap-
parently the will of the Congress is 
going to be, at least the House of Rep-
resentatives, is going to be quite firm, 
that this bill will pass, and that is 
what the will of the majority is. There 
is nothing wrong with that. 

But now we have to look at the Con-
stitution and we have to look at the 
precedence that we are establishing 
and the potential abuse. 

I had the pleasure of serving in this 
House in the 83d Congress as a page. 
That is the last Congress that the Re-
publican Party was in the majority. 
When I look back at the history of the 
83d Congress, I find that it did some 
very successful things in America. It 
attacked clean water for the first time 
in navigable rivers. It attacked and 
thought about the Interstate Highway 
System. It was a Congress that when it 
concluded did not have to be embar-
rassed with its operations. 

Now we are faced with the 104th Con-
gress and a new majority, and perhaps 
a new wind in the land. The tool we are 
about to pass on to the President is a 
very powerful tool. It does not only af-
fect this generation, but theoretically 
could affect all generations to come in 
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America, because as we will get the op-
portunity to reverse a veto by a major-
ity of this House and the Senate, in 
order for that to be effective the Presi-
dent will have the constitutional au-
thority to exercise his veto. 

If he exercises his veto on any appro-
priation that this House and the Sen-
ate do not agree upon, it will require a 
two-thirds vote of this House and a 
two-thirds vote of the Senate to over-
ride that veto. 

I have examined back as far as I can 
remember from the 83d Congress until 
now and I have found no Congress 
where any single party or coalition in 
this House or in the Senate ever at any 
particular time commanded a coalition 
or a number that would exceed two- 
thirds of this body or two-thirds of the 
Senate. 

The likelihood that that will happen 
in the future is quite remote. Histori-
cally, if we study the activities of the 
Parliaments of Europe during the peri-
ods of the 1920’s and the 1930’s, it was 
not unusual for the Fascist Party or 
the Communist Party to exercise a ma-
jority in those Parliaments, above a 
third, but below a majority. If for some 
reason the Executive authority fell 
into the hands of a party that has a 
third, and one vote, falls into the hands 
of the party that captures the Presi-
dency, and a third and one vote of ei-
ther the House or the Senate, there 
will be no way that the Congress can 
capture its constitutional responsi-
bility to properly appropriate the will 
of the people and in accordance with 
the first article of the American Con-
stitution. 

That is a significant transfer of 
power. 

As we go down this contract and as 
we go down the changes they want to 
be made, I hope my colleagues on the 
Republican side and my colleagues on 
the Democratic side recognize that 
what we are doing today is not some-
thing that is superficial in any stretch 
of the imagination, it is not something 
that can be educationally corrected in 
the future. The only way we could be 
certain that the extraordinary powers 
that this Congress is sending to the Ex-
ecutive, if abused could be changed, is 
if we have this sunsetting provision 
that allows this act to cease in 5 years, 
if an Executive who is now in office or 
the next Presidency were to violate the 
trust of the American people and this 
Congress. 

In my time in life I remember only 
one period of time where excessive Ex-
ecutive authority was used. It was the 
end of the first term of President 
Nixon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KANJORSKI] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI was allowed to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, it 
was in that period of time in the early 
1970’s, at the end of the first term of 
the Nixon administration and the be-

ginning of the second term of the ad-
ministration, and we are all aware of 
all of the President’s men, we are all 
aware that we have a tarnished history 
where a President of the United States, 
as a result of unconstitutional activ-
ity, resigned the office of President. 

We have the experience that an Exec-
utive did exceed his constitutional au-
thority and indeed did abuse legislative 
authority that was not in his hands. 
Why would we want to arm and provide 
for that possibility to occur in the im-
mediate future and ad infinitum until 
two-thirds of this House or two-thirds 
of the Senate would be in place to over-
ride that? 

There are 18 Members of this House 
that have introduced legislation to 
bring a 5-year sunset to every piece of 
legislation that is introduced into the 
House. I call upon those 18 Members, 16 
on the majority side and 2 on the 
Democratic side, that if they are going 
to be consistent today, there is not any 
reasons why they would not support 
this amendment and start with the 
line-item veto to provide for a reason-
able protection of the constitutional 
values we all hold high, and to protect 
the fact that if we delegate this au-
thority to the President and if it is 
abused, we have a built-in mechanism 
to stop that unusual and extraordinary 
power or that extraordinary abuse. 

I urge my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side and the Democratic side to 
think in terms that we came here and 
took another oath of office to the Con-
stitution of the United States and not 
to a political party. 

This is a time not to be a Republican, 
not to be a Democrat or not to be an 
Independent, but to be an American, 
and first of all in American that be-
lieves in the Constitution and a con-
stitutionalist. I urge Members to sup-
port this reasonable sunset provision. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, like most Americans, 
I support the line-item veto. Too often 
wasteful spending has slipped into a 
statute, it has hitched a ride into the 
statute books, and this is a way to try 
to prevent it. 

b 1950 

We need to seize on every tool that 
we can to oppose wasteful spending. We 
have the line-item veto in Texas. It has 
worked up to a point. I think that over 
the last several sessions Governors, Re-
publican and Democrat alike, have 
managed to veto through the line item 
about one-quarter of 1 percent of the 2- 
year spending budget. 

Of course, here, the line-item veto 
usage would be even more limited since 
only about one-third of all spending ac-
tually occurs in the annual appropria-
tions bill. 

We must be very careful with this 
type of reform. There is no guarantee 
that, in fact, a line-item veto will be 
used as a intended, and that is why we 
offer this amendment tonight. We be-
lieve it would be prudent to sunset this 

legislation every 5 years and, indeed, 
we believe it would be prudent to sun-
set every new initiative of this type 
every 5 years so that the Congress fo-
cused on what it was passing and we 
had a real sense of accountability. 

That is why we have proposed sunset 
provisions for each of these pieces of 
legislation that are moving through 
the Congress. 

In Texas this has been a process that 
has led to the repeal of statutes, to the 
abolition of programs, to the savings of 
significant amounts of money for the 
State treasury and, of course, for the 
taxpayer. 

It can work in Washington also. 
Mr. Chairman, we know what we 

hope this reform will accomplish, that 
a President will be as diligent as the 
Members who have worked on this leg-
islation to see that wasteful spending 
is ferreted out and eliminated. But we 
do not live in an ideal world. It is quite 
possible that a future President will 
use the line-item veto for purposes 
other than those which we intend this 
evening. 

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, it does not 
take a great deal of imagination to 
imagine a future President saying that 
‘‘If you will not vote for this spending 
program, I will veto through the line 
item an expenditure program that you 
want for your district.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, this bill in fact could 
actually give a President a most pow-
erful tool to force members of Congress 
to vote to increase and toe the line on 
his spending bill, not just to ferret out 
waste, but to add spending where it is 
unnecessary. 

It is at least arguable that this is the 
reason why the Founding Fathers, 
when confronted with the notion of a 
line item veto, chose to deny it to the 
President, to the Chief Executive. We 
ought to think a long hard time about 
changing this process and this balance 
of power, this separation of power. 

One of the ways to do that is by 
sunsetting the procedure and allowing 
for this Congress, forcing this Con-
gress, to have to refocus its attention 
on the whole concept in the next 5 
years. 

You know, the record since the Sec-
ond World War of Presidents on the 
question of appropriations is not nec-
essarily a good one. In fact, during that 
period of time, various Presidents of 
both parties have requested more ap-
propriations than this Congress has ac-
tually voted to spend. Let us suppose, 
Mr. Chairman, that we had a President 
of this Nation who could not submit a 
balanced budget, who came to this Con-
gress session after session after session 
proposing one unbalanced budget after 
another, a President who engaged in 
the strongest rhetoric against an un-
balanced budget, who came up with 
tools to speak about at campaign time, 
but never could produce a balanced 
budget. Such a President we have had 
in this country. He is the very Presi-
dent for whom the members of the ma-
jority wish to change the calendar of 
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this House and dedicate this very bill 
to on his birthday. 

But it is arguable that such a Presi-
dent might not do such a fine job with 
a line-item veto, that if he could not 
balance his spending, he cannot cut 
spending of others. It is for this reason 
that we ought to look to a sunset proc-
ess to reviewing the whole concept of a 
line-item veto rather than taking a 
blind leap of faith that a line-item veto 
will actually help us cut the deficit 
rather than seeing it increased. 

Mr. Chairman, virtually every reform 
has unintended consequences, but there 
is a way to do something about it, and 
having the experience of five full ses-
sions of this congress before we review 
it is exactly what we can accomplish 
through sunset. 

I move adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this amendment. 

It was suggested that an obtrusive, 
Socialist government or President 
might arise and abuse the line-item 
veto. 

It is our contention that every lead-
ership over the last 40 years has tried 
to prevent the line-item veto, and now 
they want to sunset it. 

Second, it will affect future genera-
tions. A balanced budget amendment, 
unfunded mandates, and line-item veto 
will keep this Congress from spending 
our children’s and children’s children’s 
future away. 

The other side has had 40 years to 
pass this, and in the next 40 years they 
may have, or the next thousand years, 
they may take the majority again. We 
want to establish a line-item veto in 
which a President is answerable to the 
American people for that line-item 
veto on every item that he forces. 

If he abuses it, he himself will be an-
swerable at election time. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania’s amend-
ment to sunset the rescission authority 
in H.R. 2 in the year 2000. 

Anyone who has been listening to 
this debate can attest to the fact that 
many of our colleagues really do not 
know what this bill does. Members con-
tinue talking about all of the Gov-
ernors who have this authority, when 
in fact H.R. 2 is very different than the 
authority the Governors have. 

Many continue to believe this is a 
true line-item veto bill when in fact it 
is not. By the proponents’ own admis-
sion, this bill contains, instead, the 
most powerful rescission authority 
imaginable. The President can pick 
and choose elements of an appropria-
tion to rescind. He can be as specific or 
as general as he wants, and nothing can 
stop him as long as he has the support 
of just one-third plus one of the Mem-
bers in either the House or the Senate. 

Many seem to believe this authority 
will let the President run roughshod 

over the Federal judiciary; others 
think that concern is unwarranted. 

In the Senate, Senator MCCAIN sup-
ports taking the approach in H.R. 2, 
while Senator DOMENICI advocates the 
expedited rescission authority which 
our colleagues Mr. WISE, Mr. SPRATT, 
and Mr. STENHOLM also support. 

The one common theme that runs 
through this debate is uncertainty and 
confusion. This confusion and uncer-
tainty is not going to be settled here 
on this floor, or in the Senate, or in 
conference. If this bill is enacted into 
law, only time will tell what impact it 
will have. 

I strongly urge my colleagues, there-
fore, to support the Kanjorski amend-
ment to sunset this authority in the 
year 2000. The amendment would give 
this experiment 5 years to run. By 
then, we should know whether it is a 
policy that we should continue or ter-
minate, or whether we need to modify 
it in some way. 

If you are a proponent of line-item 
veto, I would think you would want to 
see this amendment adopted. There is 
only one way to clear up the questions 
and confusion that now surround this 
proposal, and that is to revisit it in the 
future. That will only occur, if this 
sunset amendment is adopted. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Kanjorski sunset amendment. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. 

b 2000 

Mr. KANJORSKI. It is important. I 
just want you to recall in 1973 the 
President, having been dissatisfied 
with the investigation of the FBI and 
the CIA in the Watergate scandal, all 
he had to do was use this provision, if 
it were in law, and strike the appro-
priations and do away with the FBI and 
the CIA. My memory escapes me as to 
what the impeachment resolution vote 
on Nixon was in this House, But I high-
ly doubt it was more than two-thirds. 

I just ask my colleagues on all sides, 
realize this is not just a housekeeping 
vehicle we are talking about today, 
this is a delegation of authority, legis-
lative appropriation authority that is 
incredible, and allows the chief execu-
tive to reach down and punish those 
elements of the Government that op-
pose his views, whether his views are 
legal or constitutional, because we are 
arming a future President with that 
capacity. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words in opposition to the amendment. 
It will only take me about a minute. 

I just want to say, Mr. Chairman and 
Members, with all due respect to the 
gentleman, we have great respect for 
him, there is no need for this amend-
ment. We have already reached a com-
promise. Those of us who wanted a true 
constitutional amendment for a line 
item veto, we have compromised on 

this statute. That is as far as we want 
to go. 

Let me tell you what you are voting 
on here: What this line item veto is, it 
reverses existing law that allows Con-
gress to reject the President’s requests 
to cut pork-barrel spending without 
even taking a vote. That is what the 
existing rule and law is today. In other 
words, Congress can block the spending 
without doing anything. This line item 
veto reverses that procedure by saying 
that the cuts go through unless Con-
gress votes to disapprove the spending 
cuts. 

That is what we are voting on now. 
We need permanent law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN-
JORSKI]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 153, noes 258, 
not voting 23, as follows: 

[Roll No. 88] 

AYES—153 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Baldacci 
Barrett (WI) 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant (TX) 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Engel 
Evans 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gonzalez 
Green 

Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Jackson-Lee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 

Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 
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NOES—258 

Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brewster 
Brown (OH) 
Brownback 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
Deal 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Istook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Luther 
Manzullo 
Martini 
McCarthy 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 

Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roukema 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING—23 

Baesler 
Barcia 
Becerra 
Bliley 
Brown (CA) 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (MI) 
Frank (MA) 

Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Hall (OH) 
Harman 
Manton 
Martinez 
Mfume 
Minge 

Moakley 
Roth 
Shuster 
Stark 
Waxman 
Wilson 
Zeliff 

b 2018 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs. 
On this vote: 
Miss Collins of Michigan for, with Mr. Col-

lins of Georgia against. 
Mr. Manton for, with Mr. Roth against. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall 
vote No. 88 on H.R. 2 I was unavoidably de-
tained. Had I been present I would have noted 
‘‘no.’’ 

b 2020 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

the committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore. (Mr. 
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 2) to give the President item veto 
authority over appropriation acts and 
targeted tax benefits in revenue acts, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

f 

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES TO SIT ON TOMORROW 
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that the following com-
mittees and their subcommittees be 
permitted to sit tomorrow while the 
House is meeting in the Committee of 
the Whole House under the 5-minute 
rule: the Committee on Economic and 
Educational Opportunities, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and the Com-
mittee on Science. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that the minority has been consulted 
and that there is no objection to these 
requests. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, under that res-
ervation let me say that we have con-
sulted with the ranking members of 
each of the affected committees, and 
that following that consultation I 
think there is no objection. This pat-
tern of consultation with the minority 
which has occurred here is an appro-
priate way of handling this. It will 
avoid the kind of problems we had the 
other night. 

Mr. Speaker, with the understanding 
that there has been such consultation, 
I withdraw my reservation of objec-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SPEAKER GINGRICH ON FREQUENT 
FLIER PERK 

(Ms. MCKINNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.) 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day’s Atlanta Journal and Constitution 
reported that my colleague from the 
6th District of Georgia not only likes 
his frequent flyer perks, he also prefers 
to fly first class at the taxpayer’s ex-
pense. 

It appears that Government spending 
is only a problem for my colleague 
when it is used to help people who ac-
tually need it. While many people are 
scraping by on a minimum wage that 
makes welfare look attractive, they 
are supposed to take comfort in know-
ing that some in this body are using 
tax dollars for wide-body seats. 

Mr. Speaker, the article referred to 
follows: 

COMING UP 

Today: Rep. Cynthia McKinney (D–Ga.) 
and Sen. Mark Hatfield (R–Ore.) reintroduce 
the ‘‘Arms Trade Code of Conduct,’’ which 
would prohibit the government from selling 
or giving weapons to regimes that violate 
human rights or are undemocratic. 

A quick look at today’s activities involv-
ing House Speaker Newt Gingrich of Georgia: 

SCHEDULE 

8 a.m.: Speaks at Capitol Hill Club Head-
liner Breakfast. 

10:40 a.m.: Regular morning news con-
ference on C–SPAN. 

2:30 p.m.: Speaks to National Association 
of Independent Colleges and Universities. 

7 p.m.: Speaks to National Association of 
Wholesaler Distributors, receives national 
leadership award. 

What fear of flying? New York Magazine 
says Gingrich, who has been battling to keep 
frequent-flier miles accruing from govern-
ment-paid tickets, seems to be partial to fly-
ing first class. 

The AJC reported that in the year and a 
half before assuming the speakership, Ging-
rich flew back and forth between Atlanta 
and Washington 125 times, traveling first 
class nearly half of the time. When accom-
panied by reporters and Delta chairman Ron 
Allen on a recent flight, says the magazine, 
he flew economy, boasting that he always 
travels that way. On the very next flight, he 
was back in first class, with its wide seats 
and free liquor. 

Now he’s in on Out: Gingrich’s new fame 
and position have made him cover boy of a 
slew of magazines lately. In his latest such 
sighting, his smiling face graces the cover of 
Out, on newsstands today. The article, ‘‘The 
Newt Era: Is it good for the gays?’’ by News-
week correspondent Mark Miller, considers 
whether Gingrich’s recent statements about 
tolerance for homosexuals are ‘‘a small step 
in the right direction or an insidious act of 
political pragmatism.’’ 

b 1020 

The Constitution article goes on to 
say that GINGRICH flew back and forth 
between Atlanta and Washington 125 
times, traveling first class nearly half 
of the time, but when accompanied by 
reporters and Delta chairman Ron 
Allen on a recent flight, he boasted 
that he always travels economy. On 
the very next flight he was back in 
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first class with his wide seats and free 
liquor. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

THE LINE-ITEM VETO: WIN ONE 
FOR THE GIPPER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, I quote from President Ronald Rea-
gan’s final State of the Union Address 
on January 25, 1988. He said at that 
time, 

Let’s help ensure our future of prosperity 
by giving the President a tool that, though I 
will not get to use it, is one that I know fu-
ture Presidents of either party must have. 
Give the President the same authority that 
43 Governors use in their states: the right to 
reach into massive appropriation bills, pare 
away the waste, and enforce budget dis-
cipline. Let’s approve the line item veto. 

We have the opportunity, hopefully 
by Monday, to pass that important leg-
islation to reduce wasteful spending. 
On Monday it will be former President 
Ronald Reagan’s birthday. 

The line-item veto, together with a 
balanced budget amendment, con-
stitutes the Fiscal Responsibility Act 
pledged by Republicans in the Contract 
With America. These two measures will 
work together to restore fiscal respon-
sibility to an out-of-control Congress. 

Every year, ridiculous projects and 
tax benefits are buried in appropriation 
bills and tax bills. It is clear from the 
writings of Madison and Hamilton in 
the Federalist Papers that the Framers 
intended a two-branch review of all 
laws, including appropriations. The 
line-item veto will restore the con-
stitutional system of checks and bal-
ances over each individual appropria-
tion, preventing future Congresses 
from effectively eliminating the Presi-
dent’s veto authority through creative 
legislative packaging. 

The States, the laboratories of de-
mocracy under our decentralized fed-
eralist system, have proven that the 
line-item veto works. State legisla-
tures have recognized its effectiveness 
as an important tool in restraining the 
growth of government. 

The goal of the line-item veto is to 
allow the President to rescind pork- 
barrel spending. Pork-barrel projects 
are usually attached to bills of vital 
importance to the continued operation 
of the Government or bills that enjoy 
wide popularity. As such, the bill is as-
sured of passage and the President’s 
signature. All of this will change with 
the adoption of the line-item veto. 

The years 1993 and 1994 saw plenty of 
wasteful appropriations that would 
have been targets for the veto pen if 
the President had been able to exercise 
that authority. These are just a few: 
Fifteen billion to build never author-
ized courthouses opposed by the Fed-
eral judges in the region where they 
were to be build; 1.1 million for a plant 
stress lab; and 35 million to eradicate 
screw worms in Mexico. 

I call on my colleagues on Monday to 
adopt this important legislation unani-
mously, a line-item veto, to help us re-
store fiscal responsibility to the United 
States of America. 

f 

SUPPORT HEAD START 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. WATERS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, in 1965 
the Office of Economic Opportunity 
launched Project Head Start to help 
break the cycle of poverty. It provided 
pre-school children of low-income fami-
lies with a comprehensive program to 
meet their emotional, social, health, 
nutritional, and psychological needs. 
In 1969, Head Start became a perma-
nent program within the Administra-
tion on Children, Youth and Families 
at the Department of Health and 
Human Services. Since its beginning, 
Head Start has served over 13.1 million 
children and their families, rep-
resenting all races, classes, and regions 
of this country. 

After nearly 30 years, Head Start is 
being recognized by educators, child 
development specialists, community 
leaders, and parents across the Nation 
as the most successful publicly funded 
children’s program there is. However, 
this program is now in jeopardy—it 
could be cut—it could even be elimi-
nated. 

The Republican Contract With Amer-
ica proposes to take Head Start out of 
the hands of local communities and 
make it a function of State child care 
block grants. This would be disastrous. 

First of all, Head Start is not a child 
care program. Head Start is a com-
prehensive family-focused develop-
mental program that addresses child 
and family needs. Head Start puts a 
premium on parent involvement by en-
couraging parents to participate in im-
portant program decisions. Head Start 
staff are members of the communities 
they serve, many are former Head 
Start parents. Program decisions are 
based on community needs, as defined 
by the community. Block granting 
Head Start would undo local control of 
addressing unique community needs. 
At a time when so much emphasis is 
placed on personal and family responsi-
bility, it is more important than ever 
to have a program that is family-ori-
ented. By lumping Head Start with 
other children’s programs, the focus on 
families will be lost and important ele-
ments such as parenting skills, male 
involvement, literacy, and employment 
skills would be compromised. 

Mr. Speaker, I have received numer-
ous letters from concerned parents and 
educators urging this Congress not to 
destroy the Head Start Program. Many 
parents have shared their personal ex-
periences with me. They tell how Head 
Start has helped their families, how 
they have learned to be advocates for 
their children. Many of these parents 
started out as volunteers with their 
local Head Start Programs and went on 
to become permanent employees. I 
think these are the stories that we 
need to hear. 

Head Start must remain in the hands 
of local communities to ensure that 
important program elements are main-
tained. Head Start makes it possible 
for millions of children to look forward 
to a better future. To change the pro-
gram now will close the door of oppor-
tunity on millions of children yet to 
step through a Head Start classroom 
door. 

Head Start is an investment in the 
human potential of children—children 
who often fall behind in their first 
years of school and find their troubles 
compounded in later years. These chil-
dren belong to all of us; they are the 
children of the Nation. We must pre-
serve Head Start as a Federal to local 
program. We can no longer afford to sit 
back and hope that logic and sense of 
what is right will prevail. We need a 
national mobilization around Head 
Start, a coming together of parents, 
educators, community leaders, and 
public officials. A national mobiliza-
tion that will transcend the traditional 
political process. Together we can 
make a difference. Let’s not turn our 
backs on our children. 

f 

b 2030 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
NEY] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

[Mr. NEY addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extension of Remarks.] 

f 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Ms. 
DELAURO] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
I want to discuss an issue that I believe 
is critical to successful welfare reform. 
That is the whole issue of child support 
enforcement. 

The interests of our children must 
come first in welfare reform. We can-
not look out for those interests unless 
we demand more responsibility from 
their parents, especially in the area of 
child support. 

Our country’s failure to adequately 
collect child support has had a dev-
astating impact on our children. The 
statistics are startling. Sixty-three 
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percent of noncustodial parents do not 
pay child support. In 1989, only 37 per-
cent of the almost 10 million custodial 
mothers caring for children under 21 
received any child support. And cur-
rently only $14 billion of the $48 billion 
in child support payments is being paid 
each year, leaving a gap of $34 billion 
uncollected. Just think of the basic 
needs of these children that are not 
being met, adequate housing, proper 
clothes for school, healthy meals at the 
dinner table, things that all of us take 
for granted. 

In my home State of Connecticut, 
failure to pay child support is the 
greatest cause of poverty among single 
parent families. Child support delin-
quencies in Connecticut exceeded $475 
million in 1993 alone. Only 40 percent of 
families with child support orders in 
the state actually received payments. 

I recently met with a group of moth-
ers who told me horrific stories about 
the choices that they are forced to 
make because their ex-husbands refuse 
to honor their court-ordered child sup-
port payments. 

One woman works a full-time day job 
and three part-time jobs at night, be-
cause her ex-husband has not paid child 
support in 12 years. She still finds her-
self falling behind, and she broke down 
one day in a grocery store because she 
had only $40 with which to buy 2 weeks’ 
worth of groceries. 

Another woman has been working 
four jobs for 14 years in order to sup-
port her children. She has taken her 
ex-husband to court more than 100 
times to force him to pay child sup-
port. 

These hard-working women, through 
no fault of their own, are just one step 
away from needing public assistance to 
support their kids. All because their 
children’s fathers are refusing to pay 
what they owe. 

It should not be this way. It should 
not be this difficult for hard-working 
single parents to provide for their chil-
dren. Every child has two parents, and 
both of them should be required to live 
up to their financial responsibility. 

Unfortunately, many do not, result-
ing in increased rates of childhood pov-
erty and AFDC enrollment. And that is 
why the issue of child support enforce-
ment must be addressed in the context 
of welfare reform. 

The best welfare reform of all is re-
form that keeps parents and children 
from needing government assistance in 
the first place. 

I want to send a clear message to-
night, that when it comes to welfare 
reform, a solution that does not in-
clude tough child support enforcement 
is no solution at all. 

The Republicans Contract With 
America falls woefully short. The con-
tract calls for stepping up child sup-
port collection, but it neglects to in-
clude any worthwhile means of improv-
ing child support enforcement. It takes 
a step in the right direction with a pa-
ternity establishment provision that 
requires States to establish paternity 

in 90 percent of their AFDC cases, but 
it is not enough. 

I believe the paternity establishment 
is an essential step toward enhancing 
child support collection. That is why 
we fought for provisions in the Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1993 to encourage 
more voluntary in-hospital paternity 
programs. To truly improve child sup-
port collection, legislation is needed 
that will: First, work to establish child 
support awards in every case; second, 
to ensure fair award levels, and; three, 
to collect the awards that are owed. We 
also advocate changes in the law that 
will penalize noncustodial parents for 
failing to meet their child support obli-
gations. 

It is my hope that the Republicans 
will prove to be open to these kinds of 
changes and suggestions. I look for-
ward to the subcommittee’s meeting 
and hearing on Monday, and I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues on 
this very important issue. 

I hope that our motto for welfare re-
form, besides rewarding work and re-
sponsibility and allowing people to go 
to work to do that and to get off wel-
fare, but that we will put our children 
first. 

f 

CRIME LEGISLATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BARR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased and proud to report that the 
Committee on the Judiciary today con-
cluded work after 3 days of markup and 
several days of hearings earlier in the 
month of January on a very important 
component of the Contract With Amer-
ica. And that is a series of pieces of leg-
islation that will correct many of the 
deficiencies, serious deficiencies that 
were contained in last year’s so-called 
anticrime bill, and go beyond that bill 
in many important respects. 

This bill, for example, Mr. Speaker, 
says that no longer will police have 
their hands tied in cases where there 
may be a technical violation, an un-
knowing violation of certain constitu-
tional provisions. But if they, in good 
faith, rely on objective information 
and can satisfy a magistrate or a court 
of that reliance objectively, that the 
evidence will go in and that individuals 
who are guilty will not be back out on 
our streets. 

Further, Mr. Speaker, this new crime 
bill which will make its way to the 
floor, hopefully next week, and receive 
the imprimatur of this great body, 
says, no longer will our death penalty 
system be the laughing stock of this 
country, that for the very first time in 
many years people can look up to that 
system and say, yes, it does mean 
something. 

Habeas corpus will no longer be 
abused in our Federal system. 

b 2040 
The system will work better for the 

people, for the victims, and for all of 
us. 

Mr. Speaker, this crime bill says that 
those in a position to know what our 
law enforcement needs are in our com-
munities all across this land, that 
those who are in a position to deter-
mine how best to meet those needs, 
will in fact once more be in charge of 
meeting those needs insofar as Federal 
moneys coming back to the States and 
the local governments are concerned. 

No longer will we have, as we had 
under the crime bill passed last year, a 
smoke and mirrors approach to law en-
forcement whereby we heard that 
100,000 police officers will be on the 
streets, are on the streets, and will re-
main on the streets, because we know 
out on the streets that that was not 
true. It is not true, and it would not be 
true. 

This crime bill, Mr. Speaker, these 
crime bills that will make it to the 
floor, and which the Committee on the 
Judiciary, under the leadership of 
Chairman HYDE, concluded action on 
today, takes those Federal moneys, 
which are indeed the taxpayers’ mon-
eys of this country, and turns them 
back to the States and the local gov-
ernments and says: 

We recognize that you must determine, 
you are in the best position to determine, 
how those funds ought to be spent, how your 
needs in your community ought to be met to 
further the objectives of law enforcement 
and prevention. 

It does this, Mr. Speaker, through a 
block grant program. 

Further, Mr. Speaker, it goes on to 
say: 

In the area of incarceration there are two 
and only two ways to ensure that those who 
deserve to be in jail are in jail and remain in 
jail. More prisons must be built, and this bill 
provides substantial funds to States to build 
more prisons, if in fact the States have 
shown through a history of reforms in their 
sentencing systems that more people are 
being incarcerated, according to their laws, 
and for longer periods of time, according to 
their laws. 

This bill also, Mr. Speaker, says that 
in those cases where States make sig-
nificant progress toward instituting a 
system of incarceration and sentencing 
whereby inmates serve a full 85 per-
cent, at least, of their sentence, which, 
after all, reflects not only the will of 
the people but the will of the juries and 
the will of the judges, that they will be 
eligible for additional grant moneys to 
build those prisons. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a realistic crime 
bill. Mr. Speaker, this is not smoke and 
mirrors. Mr. Speaker, this is a series of 
legislative proposals passed by the 
Committee on the Judiciary with input 
from very learned experts from all 
across this country, with substantial 
input from Members of this great body 
on both sides of the aisle that deserves 
careful attention, that deserves the 
votes of this body, so that it can get 
back to the decisionmakers in our com-
munities what they need. 
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That is the power to determine 

whether those moneys, not in the view 
of some bureaucrat in Washington but 
in the view of the elected officials and 
law enforcement officers in their com-
munity, should be spend on one pro-
gram or another, prevention, law en-
forcement. 

That, Mr. Speaker, is precisely, is 
precisely, Mr. Speaker, why the results 
of the election on November 8 were so 
profound. The will of the people has 
been heard. It was heard in the halls of 
the Committee on the Judiciary this 
week, and will indeed result, I hope, 
Mr. Speaker, in passage of these impor-
tant crime measures in just a few days 
ahead. 

f 

SUPPORT THE CHILD RESPONSI-
BILITY ACT, MAKING BOTH PAR-
ENTS RESPONSIBLE FOR CHILD 
SUPPORT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHood). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. OLVER] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I, too, rise 
tonight to speak about that critical as-
pect of the welfare reform that is over-
looked by the Contract With America. 
I’m talking about child support. 

The contract spells out the exact 
punishments for women on AFDC. 
Women under 18 will be ineligible for 
assistance if they have a child out of 
wedlock. Women will not receive addi-
tional benefits if they have another 
child while on welfare. Women will be 
forced off welfare after 2 years, wheth-
er or not they have found employment 
or completed a training program. 

Is this a personal responsibility act, 
or a female punishment act? Not once 
is the responsibility of the father men-
tioned in the contract. In fact, the only 
mention of fathers denies public assist-
ance to the child if paternity is not es-
tablished. That is an astonishing over-
sight. 

Today, as the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO], has al-
ready pointed out, 63 percent of absent 
parents contribute no child support. 
Out of the $48 billion which should be 
paid annually only $14 billion is actu-
ally collected. Millions of families 
could escape welfare if only they re-
ceived the owed child support. 

The child support enforcement sys-
tem in my State of Massachusetts is a 
model for successful collection. In the 
1980’s, then Governor Dukakis made 
child support payments a top priority. 
Governor Weld built on that founda-
tion the toughest, most streamlined 
child support collection system in the 
country. 

Massachusetts has been able to effec-
tively garnish the wages, bank ac-
counts, unemployment claims, and the 
lottery winnings of child support 
avoiders. In the last 6 months, these 
new laws have helped 4,000 families es-
cape AFDC and saved Massachusetts 
$38.5 million. 

The Massachusetts system is effec-
tive because it is centralized and 
unempliclated. Only one office deals 
with child support payments, and there 
are no forms to fill out. But this sys-
tem works best if the noncustodial par-
ent lives and works within the Massa-
chusetts border. If the parent has 
crossed State lines, the support order 
is unlikely to be paid. 

We need a national system of child 
support. We need more cooperation and 
coordination between States. We need 
to create a national registry of child 
support orders. 

Tougher child support enforcement is 
a concrete way to achieve personal re-
sponsibility of fathers for the children 
they conceive. Under the contract, fa-
thers remain totally unaccountable, 
while mothers must sacrifice and are 
subjected to sometimes harsh reforms. 

This is a clear double standard that I 
urge my colleagues in this Congress to 
rectify. Our support of the Child Re-
sponsibility Act would show that we 
believe both mothers and fathers 
should be held responsible for the eco-
nomic well-being of their children. 

f 

OPPOSITION TO THE MEXICAN 
BAILOUT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
once again voice my opposition to the 
Mexican bailout, and especially to the 
way in which it is being done. 

I have frequently said that today we 
have a Federal Government that is of, 
by, and for the bureaucrats, instead of 
one that is of, by, and for the people. 
But even I did not realize how little 
control the people of this Nation now 
have over their own National Govern-
ment. 

Once again we see the arrogance, the 
elitism, the public be damned, Big 
Brother knows best attitude of the 
powerful people who run this Govern-
ment. 

Because of the overwhelming opposi-
tion of the American people to this 
Mexican bailout, the President did 
what has been described as an end run 
around Congress. 

Apparently, he found that the votes 
were not there, even though the politi-
cally correct vote, the ‘‘anything to 
gain the approval of the national media 
vote’’ would have been to be for this 
bailout. 

So the President and the big finan-
cial powers decided to come up with a 
plan that did not require congressional 
approval. This means that our Govern-
ment is sending billions to Mexico even 
though everyone knows the vast major-
ity of our people are opposed to it. 

This is the most undemocratic—with 
a small ‘‘d’’—thing I have seen during 
my slightly over 6 years in Congress. It 
flies in the face of the will of the Amer-
ican people. 

Big Government liberals have long 
had the belief or philosophy that Gov-

ernment knows best—that the people 
really don’t know how to run their own 
lives or spend their own money. 

This latest action—sending this 
money to Mexico—is just another ex-
ample of big government spending the 
people’s money in a way that most 
Americans do not want. And boy are we 
talking money here—billions, with a 
‘‘b.’’ 

A few weeks ago, through the Treas-
ury Department and the Federal Re-
serve, we provided $9 billion of an $18 
billion package to prop up the peso. 
That wasn’t enough. 

Now, the President has announced he 
is taking $20 billion from the Exchange 
Stabilization Fund, even though this 
money was designed to stabilize our 
own currency and even though it has 
never before been used to prop up the 
money of a foreign country. 

Also, we are using $20 billion of the 
$25 billion in this fund, thus placing 
our own money in a less secure status. 

In addition, Mexico will receive $17.8 
billion from the International Mone-
tary Fund, the largest loan in the 
Fund’s 50-year history. Who is the larg-
est contributor to the IMF? The U.S. 
taxpayer of course. 

Then we are sending $10 billion more 
from the Bank for International Settle-
ments. 

Billions and billions and billions— 
and all this at a time when the Herit-
age Foundation says Mexico already 
owes us over $70 billion that they can-
not now and probably never will repay. 

The big Wall Street and Inter-
national investors bought Mexican 
bonds paying 25 and 30 percent interest 
rates. They certainly did not share 
their profits with U.S. taxpayers, but 
now they want us to protect them from 
losses for their foolish risks. 

Even a liberal like A.M. Rosenthal, 
the New York Times columnist, has 
come out strongly against this deal. 

Last Friday, he wrote: 

Could it be that the administration had so 
enthusiastically promoted Mexico that it 
would have been terribly embarrasing—an 
election coming up and all—to disclose that 
Mexico ‘‘suddenly’’ could not go on backing 
up its pesos and bonds unless the United 
States offered heavy loans to bail out inves-
tors? 

And then he wrote, while we were 
still talking about just $40 billion in 
loan guarantees—instead of the more 
lavish deal we now have: 

Economic aid is often justified, but not 40 
billion dollars to a country whose mess was 
created by the cowardice of bureaucrats and 
the mistakes of investors, theirs and ours. 
Americans would be foolish—I am being ex-
quisitely polite today—if they agreed to any 
loan before they found out which American 
and Mexican investors would be the big bene-
ficiaries. 

Once again, Mr. Speaker, our Federal 
Government has shown that only the 
rich, the powerful, the wealthy, and 
those who work for the Government 
truly benefit from Big Government. 
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In the meantime, our taxpayers get 

the shaft—they are left holding the 
bag—this time for a wasteful Govern-
ment in Mexico, whose economy has 
been ruined by years of socialism. 

We probably cannot stop this now, 
but we would if we were truly listening 
to the citizens we are supposed to be 
representing. 

f 

b 2050 

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT 
THREATENS SENIOR NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Texas, Mr. 
GENE GREEN, is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker. I rise again tonight to discuss 
some of the effects of the Personal Re-
sponsibility Act on the nutrition pro-
grams, specifically the senior citizens 
nutrition programs. 

Yesterday, during a hearing on the 
Personal Responsibility Act in the 
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities, of which I am a 
member, there were six witnesses, five 
representing local community groups, 
and all were against title V of the bill 
which deals with all our Federal nutri-
tion programs. Title V repeals every 
Federal nutrition program and then 
block-grants the funds after severe 
cuts. Under this repeal of our nutrition 
programs, the State of Texas would 
lose over $1 billion in 1996 alone. 

One member of the committee ques-
tioned the constitutional basis for pro-
viding nutrition and actually said it is 
not a Federal responsibility, and he 
quoted the Constitution. 

Well, we all may need to reread our 
Constitution because where I see it in 
the Preamble, it says to provide for the 
common defense and promote the gen-
eral welfare, and that is included in nu-
trition. 

If the Republicans are holding the de-
fense budget sacred and even increas-
ing it because it is protected under the 
Constitution, at the very minimum nu-
trition programs should also be pro-
tected from these draconian budget 
cuts. 

After November 8 of last year, many 
people called for Congress to become 
result-oriented. The PRA, or the Per-
sonal Responsibility Act, will result in 
800 seniors going hungry every day in 
the city of Houston. 

I hope and I pray that the PRA, the 
Personal Responsibility Act, was not 
designed to deny senior citizens their 
Meals on Wheels but that will surely be 
the result. 

Let me repeat. If the PRA is passed 
in its current form, there will be over 
800 hungry seniors in or around the dis-
trict that I represent in Houston, TX. 
Not only will seniors go hungry, but on 
page 74 of the PRA, it requires seniors 
under the age of 63 and not disabled to 
work for their food. 

The Older Americans Act allows any 
senior over 60 years of age and their 
spouse, regardless of age, to receive one 
meal a day. Would this Personal Re-
sponsibility Act repeal that law? I be-
lieve so. 

What we will see, and I will show this 
sign, is that we will have seniors say-
ing I will work for food, and that sign 
will be traded in every day with an affi-
davit from that senior to the State 
swearing that they will work at least 
32 hours a week for that one hot meal. 
This is ludicrous. 

I would hope that the committees, 
and I serve on one of the committees, 
will have better judgment than to pass 
this bill, particularly title V. 

Stalin may have done this to the So-
viet seniors, but not us. This would 
mean at least 35 people would be barred 
from a hot meal at the Magnolia Multi- 
Purpose Center in Houston, Texas. And 
simply on the work requirement alone. 
So between 60 and 63, they have 35 peo-
ple who today enjoy a hot meal that 
would have to either carry this sign or 
turn it in with an affidavit saying they 
will work. 

Should there be budget responsibil-
ities? Of course, yes. Should there be 
administrative reduction? Yes. Should 
there be lonely, hungry seniors in the 
breadbasket of the world? No. 

We must take a look at this title V 
in the Personal Responsibility Act con-
tained in this Contract With America 
to see that it is a contract on our sen-
iors to remove the nutrition programs. 

f 

WOMEN AND GIRLS IN SPORTS 
DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

glad listening to the Democrats that 
they are finally getting off NEWT GING-
RICH and talking substance on the Con-
tract but as usual it is mostly specious 
emotional arguments hardly based in 
reality and it would seem incredible to 
me for somebody to say that the Con-
tract With America is going to mean 
that 800 senior citizens in his own dis-
trict would be going hungry. 

I find it incredible that the gen-
tleman who is an elected Member of 
Congress would take such a tactic and 
one of such stature at that. I hope that 
in the future we can have a more hon-
est dialog. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINGSTON. I would be glad to 
yield time, but I have to make a state-
ment on something else. Then if we run 
out of time, if perhaps someone on 
your side would yield time, I would 
like to engage you, because what I 
would like to talk about is entirely off 
the subject. But I did feel it was appro-
priate to react to that which of course 
is why we are here, to have good sub-
stantive debate on subjects. 

Mr. Speaker, what I want to talk 
about, something that happened on the 
mall outside of the Capitol this morn-
ing, and that was a celebration of Na-
tional Day of Women and Girls in 
Sports. This was an important event 
for many reasons. There are so many 
different activities that go on in Wash-
ington that often we say, oh, that’s 
just one more demonstration, so to 
speak. 

Today in high schools, 38 percent of 
the girls are participating in athletic 
programs. That is up from 24 percent 10 
years ago. But I think the real story is 
actually in the elementary schools. 
The young girls are participating in 
sports. They are flooding the soccer 
fields. They are on the tee ball and 
baseball diamond. They are running 
out on the basketball courts, and all 
the other traditional boys arenas now 
have young ladies playing. 

Indeed, those of us who are fathers 
look forward to watching our girls just 
as much as fathers with sons look for-
ward to watching their boys. I want to 
emphasize also that this is a national 
trend. This is not going to be stopped 
or end at the county recreation level. 
These young ladies will grow to be 
women who are athletic and they are 
going to take the sports with them 
throughout junior high, high school 
and college, and hopefully professional. 

We will, I believe, 20 years from now 
go to see women’s soccer games and 
women’s basketball games with the 
same alacrity and the same enthusiasm 
and the same vigor that we are now 
seeing men’s sports. I think it is impor-
tant for us as a country to realize that. 

I say that one of the best benefits of 
this is that for those of us who are 
maybe a little shell-shocked after the 
Super Bowl wondering who is going to 
go on strike next, that we are tired of 
the overgrown, pampered, greedy, self- 
indulgent millionaire prima donna 
players and owners who dominate our 
national pastime. We are sick of it. 
These striking athletes have built an 
empire which is collapsing under the 
weight of their own grandeur. 

I think it is time to open up the sys-
tem, end their monopoly and let the 
girls on in. I am glad to see it. 

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas so we can get back to our 
dialog. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding. 

I agree this is why we are here and to 
talk about the issues. I had not had an 
opportunity to read the Personal Re-
sponsibility Act or deal with it until 
we had the hearings yesterday. 

We had 6 witnesses, 5 of them called 
by the majority side and 1 of them 
called by the minority side. Of those 5, 
and that is what I said, that of those 6 
witnesses, 5 of them asked that that be 
changed, that that PRA or the Per-
sonal Responsibility Act that deals 
with senior citizens nutrition. 
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They also asked for the school lunch 

program and breakfast program to be 
changed because the witnesses even 
called by the majority side said that 
that is wrong that we are cutting off 
food to children and some of the pro-
grams that have been developed over 
both Democrat and Republican admin-
istrations. But we used the testimony 
from the hearing yesterday and I called 
some senior citizens sites in my dis-
trict and said, okay, just one provision 
of it that says that if you are under the 
age of 63, how many people are served 
in the Magnolia Multi-Purpose Center 
in Houston that are under the age of 63 
and not disabled. 
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They told us, they said that this is 
the number we serve. They actually 
serve 35 people who are not classified 
as disabled and under the age of 63. The 
gentleman can look at the bill itself. It 
states if you are under 63, not disabled, 
you have to agree to work, or sign an 
affidavit to say you are working. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming my time 
for the purpose of asking a question, I 
am not sure about the details of that, 
but if I am hearing the gentleman cor-
rectly, he is saying if somebody is 63 
years old and in good physical shape 
and able to work they are entitled to a 
free meal just because of their age. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The time of the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] has ex-
pired. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Maybe 
next week we can continue this dialog. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

[Ms. KAPTUR. addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.] 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

[Mr. OWENS addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.] 

f 

INCREASING THE MINIMUM WAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs. 
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port welfare reform. Reform of our wel-
fare system is best accomplished by re-
warding work—by making work a prize 
rather than a penalty. 

Work is a prize when a full-time 
worker can earn enough to pay for 
life’s necessities. 

Work is a penalty when a person can 
achieve a better quality of life when 
getting public entitlements rather 
than holding a job. 

That is why any discussion of welfare 
reform, must also include a discussion 
of other reforms. One such reform is 
minimum wage reform. 

Contrary to a popular misconception, 
most minimum wage earners are 
adults, not young people. 

And, many of the minimum wage 
workers are from rural communities. 
In fact, it is twice as likely that a min-
imum wage worker will be from a rural 
community than from an urban com-
munity. 

The most disturbing fact is that far 
too many minimum wage workers have 
families, spouses and children who de-
pend on them. 

That is disturbing, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause a full-time worker, heading a 
family of three—the typical size of an 
American family today—and earning a 
minimum wage, would fall below the 
poverty line by close to $2,500 dollars. 
Imagine that. 

In this country, a person can work, 
every day, full-time, and still be below 
the poverty level. Work, in that situa-
tion, is a penalty. 

A review of the history of the min-
imum wage is revealing. First imple-
mented in 1938, with passage of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act, the min-
imum wage covers ninety percent of all 
workers. 

Between 1950 and 1981, the minimum 
wage was raised twelve times. During 
the 1980’s, however, while prices were 
rising by 30 percent, Congress did not 
raise the minimum wage. Increases in 
1980 and 1991 brought the wage to its 
current level, but did not bring it level 
with the cost of living. 

In 1980, during the period when there 
were regular increases in the minimum 
wage as costs rose, a worker, with a 
family of three, earning a minimum 
wage, would have been above the pov-
erty level. Work, in that situation, is a 
prize. 

Enlightened economists and most re-
cent studies now conclude that, in-
creases in the minimum wage produce 
no significant changes in employment 
either up or down—among low wage 
firms. 

Raising wages does not mean losing 
jobs. A recent, comprehensive study 
dramatically demonstrates this conclu-
sion. 

The State of New Jersey raised its 
minimum wage to $5.05. It’s neighbor, 
the State of Pennsylvania, kept its 
minimum wage at the required level, 
$4.25. 

According to the study, the number 
of low-wage workers in New Jersey ac-
tually increased, following the increase 
in the minimum wage, while the num-
ber of low-wage workers in Pennsyl-
vania remained the same. Those are 
compelling results. 

Since April, 1991, the minimum wage 
has remained constant, while the cost 
of living has risen, yet another 11 per-
cent. 

When costs go up and wages remain 
the same, the effect is that disposal in-
come declines. 

In other words, the ability of a min-
imum-wage worker to shelter, feed, and 
clothe his or her family becomes more 
and more difficult. 

If, while working full time, a person 
has difficulty paying for housing, food, 
and clothing, the basic necessities, he 
or she can become discouraged. 

The minimum wage affects many 
workers in America. More than 4 mil-
lion individuals—6.6 percent of the 
labor force—worked at or below the 
labor force in 1993. 

Another 9.2 million workers earned 
just above the minimum wage. 

Mr. Speaker, it should interest us to 
know that most of the minimum-wage 
workers are women. 

In fact, three out of every five or 62 
percent of the minimum-wage workers 
are women. And, minimum-wage work-
ers are more likely to be poor. 

Last Congress, we expanded the 
earned income tax credit, and that 
helps those families who battle poverty 
each day. 

But, that tax credit, according to the 
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 
does not go far enough to reach down 
and bring the minimum-wage workers 
out of poverty. We must do more. 

When a person works, he or she feels 
good about themselves. They con-
tribute to their communities, and they 
are in a position to help their families. 
Work gives a person an identity. 

Our policies, therefore, should en-
courage people to work. We discourage 
them from working when we force 
them to work at wages that leave them 
in poverty. 

Soon, Congress will have the oppor-
tunity to raise the minimum wage. 
Let’s make rewarding work and wage 
reform an essential part of welfare re-
form. Let’s encourage people to work. 
And, let’s insure that they can work at 
a livable wage. 

Let’s raise the minimum wage. 

f 

CLEAN WATER ACT AMENDMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FILNER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, today my 
colleagues and I from San Diego intro-
duced a bill to amend the Clean Water 
Act to allow San Diego to treat it sew-
age in a cost-effective and environ-
mentally sensitive manner. 

This has been a long fight for many 
of us. I have been fighting against non-
sensical Fed requirements for more 
than 6 years. 

These efforts began when I was a 
member of the San Diego City Council. 
During this time, I often found myself 
on the losing end of 7 to 2 votes—be-
cause a majority of my city council did 
not want to challenge the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. But I was 
convinced—by my own research and 
the testimony of scientists from the 
prestigious Scripps Institution of 
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Oceanography—that San Diego was al-
ready doing the right thing for our en-
vironment. 

By 1992, my colleagues on the San 
Diego City Council came around and 
agreed with my position—that the re-
quirement to upgrade the Point Loma 
treatment plant to secondary stand-
ards was ridiculous. 

When I first ran for Congress, I prom-
ised to solve this sewage problem. And 
one of the first bills I introduced as a 
freshman in the 103d Congress was H.R. 
3190, which is very similar to the bill 
that five of us introduced today. 

But, unfortunately, here in Congress, 
I also met with resistance. I was told 
other cities were required to meet the 
secondary treatment standards, why 
should San Diego be treated dif-
ferently? 

I made it clear that my bill would in 
no way compromise the integrity of 
the Clean Water Act. In fact, by 
amending the law with common sense 
changes based on science, my legisla-
tion would ensure that the Clean Water 
Act had the flexibility needed to deal 
with unique situations and at the same 
time protect America’s waters. 

Mr. Speaker, let me explain. Existing 
law requires every city—regardless of 
environmental conditions and cir-
cumstances—to treat sewage at the 
secondary level. Yet scientific studies 
have proven that sewage treated at the 
chemically enhanced advanced primary 
level of treatment used by the city of 
San Diego, which removes over 80 per-
cent of suspended solids in the sewage 
and discharges the treated effluent 
more than 4 miles out to sea at depths 
greater than 300 feet, does no environ-
mental harm. In fact, eliminating 
power-consuming secondary treatment 
and the additional sludge it would 
produce would spare the environment 
from pollutants associated with waste-
water treatment. 

The city of San Diego is blessed with 
unique environmental conditions. The 
Continental Shelf drops off very sharp-
ly from the California coast. There is a 
very active ocean current. It also has 
an ocean outfall that is specifically en-
gineered to maintain its surrounding 
waters so that our citizens can swim, 
fish, or boat with total confidence in 
our water quality. 

By the end of the last session, my 
colleagues in the Congress agreed with 
my position and unanimously passed 
my bill to allow San Diego to apply for 
a waiver from the requirements of the 
Clean Water Act. And I have every con-
fidence that this Environmental Pro-
tection Agency will approve San 
Diego’s application for a waiver. 

So why introduce another bill? Be-
cause this new legislation will ensure 
that San Diego will not have to jump 
though any more regulatory hoops. 

Mr. Speaker, it costs more than $1 
million to prepare an application for a 
waiver—and these waivers are tem-
porary. The waivers are only good for a 
5-year period. What is to prevent an-
other administration from reversing its 

position and unilaterally trying to 
force San Diego to spend billions of 
dollars in unnecessary upgrades to its 
sewage treatment system? After all, 
history shows that the two previous ad-
ministrations vigorously pursued such 
a lawsuit against San Diego. 

There is scientific proof that this leg-
islation is good environmental policy. 
Scientists from the highly respected 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
have concluded that upgrading from 
advanced primary to secondary treat-
ment—the treatment required by cur-
rent law—would have virtually no posi-
tive impact on our ocean’s ecology. 

In other words, the incredible costs 
for a small incremental increase in the 
purity of wastewater discharged into 
the ocean could not be justified by any 
measurable environmental gain. 

I have led the fight against this un-
necessary requirement since the time I 
served as a member of the San Diego 
City Council—that’s over 6 years now. 
Today’s action is the first time that 
the entire San Diego congressional del-
egation has united in this effort. And I 
applaud my colleagues for making this 
amendment a priority. 

I hope that all of my colleagues in 
the 104th Congress will agree with us. 

As this regulatory dance comes to its 
grand finale, the big winner will be the 
ratepayers of San Diego. 

f 
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THE LINE-ITEM VETO DEBATE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. WISE] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I am going 
to speak tonight on the item that has 
been under discussion so much today, 
which is the line-item veto debate, and 
I want to say starting out that I have 
consistently supported for a number of 
years a modified line-item veto. 

I voted on it at least twice in this 
House; I voted for it. This House passed 
a modified line-item veto twice last 
session of Congress. It died in the other 
body. 

I will be offering, along with the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT] and the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM], a substitute to the bill 
that is here before the committee, a 
substitute to the Republican version of 
a modified line-item veto. 

Let us make clear what the goals are 
for all of us in dealing with a line-item 
veto discussion. The goals are twofold. 
First of all, the President be able to 
veto items in an appropriation bill that 
he or she thinks are unacceptable and 
send them back to the Congress for a 
vote up or down. 

The second goal is that all Members 
be held accountable and must be forced 
to vote upon this veto. 

The present system says that the 
President can rescind an item, that is, 
he can line-item it out, but that in 

order for it to go into effect, the Con-
gress must act affirmatively. It must, 
both Houses, must act and vote ‘‘yes’’ 
in order for that to be preserved. The 
reality is that the Congress rarely 
takes a rescission up that the Presi-
dent sends in that vein, and it dies for 
failure of the Congress to act. 

In both cases, the Republican version 
and the substitute that we will be of-
fering, the Congress will be forced to 
vote upon this within a certain time 
limit. I think it is important to note 
that there are some letters flying 
around and discussion, is on an en-
hanced rescission, is on an expedited 
rescission. The fact of the matter is 
that whatever the policy wonks may 
call it, in both cases, the Republican 
version and our version, you are talk-
ing about a modified line-item veto, 
not a constitutional amendment, but a 
change in the statute. 

Now, where are the differences? The 
differences are very clear. The dif-
ference is that at the end of the day 
after you go through the procedural 
hoops that each bill has, or the proce-
dural requirements would be better 
stated, at the end of the day the Re-
publican version requires two-thirds 
majority in order to overturn a rescis-
sion; in other words, it takes two- 
thirds of the Congress to say to the 
President, ‘‘We do not agree, and you 
cannot take that item out.’’ 

What that effectively does is to give 
control of the Congress to one-third- 
plus-one, a minority. 

My version, the Spratt-Stenholm- 
Wise version, takes the other tack, 
which is to say it requires only a sim-
ply majority in order to defeat a rescis-
sion, and so the Congress must vote, 
but the majority rule is preserved, and 
a minority does not control the appro-
priations process. 

Now, some argue that this really 
does not make any sense, that since a 
half of the Congress already voted for 
the total appropriations bill in which 
the offensive item was included, that, 
therefore, why should anyone expect 
that the Congress would reverse itself, 
that that majority would reverse 
itself? The answer is very clear: An ap-
propriations bill that leaves here, a 
total appropriations bill, is a large 
package. It has many separate items in 
it, and sometimes you will vote for the 
entire package, because overall it is de-
sirable even though there are indi-
vidual items you disagree with. 

What we are saying is that now when 
it comes back and the President has 
line-itemed out that offensive item, 
that now you can expect the Congress 
to take a fresh look at it, particularly 
since the Congress knows, every Mem-
ber here knows, that their constituents 
at home are looking to see how they 
voted on this specific chance to cut the 
deficit and to cut the budget. 

What is the significance of the dif-
ference between the Republican version 
and our version in terms of the two- 
thirds required to overturn versus the 
majority? It is very simple. It is one- 
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third-plus-one. You believe that one- 
third-plus-one, a minority, ought to be 
able to control whether or not an item 
is preserved or not. I think that is too 
great a shift. The reality is almost no 
rescission by the President will be 
overturned. 

Some may say, ‘‘BOB, you may be 
concerned about an item in West Vir-
ginia that would be line-itemed out.’’ 
Certainly. But I think that if I can 
come to the floor and convince the ma-
jority of Members, the simple major-
ity, that it is in the country’s interest 
and it is a valid item, that it should be 
preserved. 

Today it may be my problem. Tomor-
row it may be somebody else’s problem. 
Those of you from defense industry 
States, for instance, may feel some 
concern about what happens to mili-
tary installations and defense projects 
that are so important, knowing that 
one-third-plus-one and an unsympa-
thetic President, whoever, whenever 
that could be, could completely play 
havoc with your particular concerns. 

This is a majority-rule country, 50 
percent, and so I would simply ask 
Members to look closely at the Spratt- 
Stenholm-Wise substitute that will be 
offered, and I might add as well, that 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. SPRATT] and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] will be offering 
an additional amendment should our 
substitute fail. We will be offering an 
additional amendment that would sim-
ply add the provisions of this legisla-
tion to the existing Republican version 
in case the provisions of the Repub-
lican version are struck down as un-
constitutional or should the President 
choose to follow the process that we 
have outlined versus the one that the 
Republican version outlines. 

Let me also, as I finish up, reassure 
everyone in both cases you are guaran-
teed a vote in this Congress. You do 
not get away from that, and no Mem-
ber gets away from having to go on the 
record, and in our case, it is usually 10 
days from the time that the President 
submits that rescission to Congress. 

I urge Members to take a close look 
and to vote for majority rule in this 
process. 

f 

EXPRESSING CONCERN FOR OUR 
MILITARY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Maine 
[Mr. LONGELY] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
privilege and an honor to be part of 
this historic 104th Congress and to ac-
tively participate in one of our most 
sacred and basic responsibilities, insur-
ing that the military forces of our 
country are prepared to fulfill any 
task, defeat any threat, and perform 
any mission their civilian leadership 
calls upon them to execute. 

While this responsibility falls to 
every Member of Congress, I am espe-

cially pleased to have the additional 
honor of serving on the National Secu-
rity Committee, formerly the Armed 
Services Committee. This committee 
assignment gives me the unique oppor-
tunity to examine our military and its 
overall capabilities to fulfill its mis-
sions in detail. 

This will be a challenging assign-
ment, but we have the wisdom and the 
very capable leadership of two veterans 
of this committee to guide us, first, the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPENCE], the chairman of the full com-
mittee, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HUNTER], the chairman of 
my subcommittee, the Procurement 
Subcommittee. 

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned today 
for the ability of our military to per-
form the many tasks we require of 
them, given the drawdown of our forces 
and the precipitous decline in funding 
over recent years. Any inability to per-
form missions is, I must stress, not for 
the lack of dedicated, professional, ca-
pable American men and women in uni-
form. 

I am concerned that we, as a Nation, 
and specifically as a Congress, have not 
given our military the tools, the train-
ing, the equipment, and the support 
they need in recent years commensu-
rate with the missions we have given 
them. 

That is why I am looking forward to 
the committee hearing process this 
year. It will give me and my colleagues 
the opportunity to judge exactly the 
state of readiness that currently exists 
in our forces and that we need to do to 
restore the level of efficiency and read-
iness we think is desirable. 

In examining the state of readiness of 
our forces, I think certain basic ele-
ments are guideposts. First, the qual-
ity of life for our service men and 
women and their families must be high, 
especially since we ask them to per-
form long hours often away from home 
for months at a time. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been privileged 
to serve as a member of our armed 
services, particularly amongst the first 
marines and rangers assigned to north-
ern Iraq during Operation Provide 
Comfort in the days in the aftermath 
of Desert Storm, but I am also proud to 
have served with soldiers, sailors, air-
men, and marines over a period of time 
both on active duty and as a reserve of-
ficer, and I can personally vouch for 
the high quality and standards under 
which they serve. 

Our forces, No. 2, must have ade-
quate, realistic, comprehensive train-
ing to professionally meet the many 
challenges they face in this still very 
dangerous world. 
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No. 3, they must have adequate spare 
parts and equipment both to train real-
istically and to engage in potentially 
hostile missions. 

No. 4, we need modern equipment. It 
is essential, as we cannot afford to stop 
the replacement of equipment to meet 

the ever sophisticated battlefields and 
threats around the world. We need our 
equipment ahead of time, not in the 
middle or after the fact because at that 
point it is too late. 

No. 5, we need a sound ability to de-
ploy our troops to crises around the 
world and especially as our force struc-
ture declines. It is key that we main-
tain an ability to influence world 
events through the rapid deployment of 
men, women, material and equipment 
in situations that affect our national 
interests. 

Our military forces have taken the 
brunt of budget cutting for too long. It 
is clear that statistics are now indi-
cating that our level of defense spend-
ing has now reached amongst the low-
est level since since prior to Pearl Har-
bor. for a Nation of our size and eco-
nomic significance it is time that we 
question whether in fact we are devot-
ing the resources that we need to the 
crises that we may be asked to con-
front. 

I think this is not a blank check. I 
think defense is on the table as we look 
at the budget, along with everything 
else other than Social Security. But I 
think we have to examine carefully our 
needs and be prepared, if necessary, to 
devote the budgetary resources nec-
essary to insure military success in 
any contingency. 

Toward that end I look forward to 
our committee work this year and will 
be working hard especially with my 
chairman, both the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
HUNTER] to do what is necessary. 

I think it is also important that we 
establish the fact that in this new Con-
gress defense is going to be receiving 
the same level of scrutiny as any other 
program in the budget. It is interesting 
that in the last 3 weeks, since this Con-
gress first began to consider legisla-
tion, that our first major piece was the 
Congressional Budget Accountability 
Act, which held the Congress to the 
same standards that we hold the rest of 
the Government and the rest of the pri-
vate sector. 

Our next major piece of legislation 
was the balanced budget amendment. 
Just several days ago we passed un-
funded mandates legislation. Again, in 
the course of looking at both the bal-
anced budget amendment as well as the 
unfunded mandates legislation we were 
confronted with numerous requests. In 
fact, in the case of unfunded mandates 
nearly 160 different amendments that 
sought to carve out special exceptions 
from the unfunded mandate provisions 
of our legislation, the same type of op-
position and exception was brought to 
the balanced budget amendment de-
bate. 

I mention that because this after-
noon this House defeated an attempt to 
apply special provisions for the Defense 
Department under the line-item veto. 
That provision was defeated. 
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As a Congress we intend to stand be-

hind principle, we intend to be con-
sistent and we intend to confront the 
issues that we must confront in every 
area of the budget. It is on that basis 
that I feel very strongly that if we 
work and look realistically and hon-
estly at the issues that confront us and 
the crises that we may be asked to con-
front, the needs of our defense will be 
self-evident and evaluated on the same 
basis as every other national priority. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I and a lot of other 
members of the Committee or Armed 
Services have been looking forward to 
listening to the gentleman from Maine 
talk about national defense because he 
has a special background of expertise, 
having been a Marine, having worked 
in Iraq during the post-Desert Storm 
period. He understands operational re-
quirements and problems, he under-
stand systems and he understands peo-
ple, especially the people of the U.S. 
military. I look forward to listening to 
him tonight. 

I might just say with respect to the 
dollars that are spent on national secu-
rity, I saw an interesting fact when 
looking over the defense budgets that 
this House and the other body and the 
President have passed over the last 10 
years or so. If you take President Clin-
ton’s defense plan and look at the 1998 
projection and you compare that to the 
1988 defense budget, the annual budget, 
and you compare them in real dollars; 
that is, in 1987 hard dollars, so you dis-
count inflation, the national defense 
budget of this country, the annual 
budget in 1998 will be $100 billion less 
than the budget was in 1988. 

So it is clear that this President has 
taken most of the budget cuts from na-
tional security. 

I know the gentleman is a historian 
of sorts, that he has looked at military 
history and understands that after 
every conflict in recent times, World 
War II, Korea, Vietnam, and finally the 
closure of the Cold War, we have cut 
deeper and in worse ways than we 
should have. We have cut the wrong 
systems in many cases, and we have 
cut too deep and too soon. 

I am reminded of General Marshall’s 
words after World War II when he was 
asked how the demobilization was 
going. He said this is not a demobiliza-
tion, this is a rout. 

A few years later in Korea we were 
unable to stop a third rate military 
from marching right down the penin-
sula. 

So I look forward to the gentleman’s 
words. I think they come at a very im-
portant time in our history. 

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the comments of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

I think the gentleman has made some 
very important points. I am advised 
now that this fiscal 1995 budget is the 
tenth consecutive year of real cuts in 

defense spending and that we are ap-
proximately 35, as much as 40 percent 
below the level of spending in real dol-
lars than we were in the 1986 budgets in 
the last several years of President Rea-
gan’s term in office. 

What is very interesting is I am ad-
vised under the Bush administration 
that cuts proposed resulted in cuts of 
personnel of approximately 600,000, 
meaning not only cuts in the military 
but lost jobs in the defense sector, 
about 600,000, and that when we con-
sider the current cuts proposed in the 
current administration’s budget that 
could be 1.2 million jobs in this coun-
try. 

You know, jobs are important, not 
only because of the fact that they give 
productive employment to our citizens, 
but they also represent some of the 
highest paying jobs in this country. 
But even going beyond that, this is 
about much more than jobs; it is about 
making sure that we have a strong na-
tional defense and that we are applying 
the resources that we need to meet the 
crises that we may be asked to con-
front. 

Again, I am appreciative of the ad-
ministration’s effort to reinvent gov-
ernment. But it might interest our lis-
teners to know that although the De-
partment of Defense only comprises 40 
percent of the civilian work force in 
this government, as much as 75 percent 
of the cuts in full time equivalent posi-
tions are occurring in the Defense De-
partment in the area of defense. 

I do not think that it is fair that the 
Defense Department is unjustifiably 
singled out, particularly given the 
level of commitments that we cur-
rently maintain. 

There is also a more important point 
that needs to be made. Our defense 
budget, our resources must be in line 
with our commitments. There is a need 
for a balance. Our commitments can-
not exceed our resources and our re-
sources must be adequate to our com-
mitments. But they have to be in bal-
ance, neither one can be out of line 
with the other because if we do not 
have the resources we need to cut back 
on the commitments, and by the same 
token if we make the commitments we 
have to make sure we have committed 
adequate resources to be able to fund 
our objectives. 

I am advised that based on the ad-
ministration’s own bottom-up review 
two separate analyses of the bottom-up 
review indicate that the strategy that 
the administration is pursuing, includ-
ing as it relates to the funding, is that 
there are discrepancies of everywhere. 
In the case of the General Accounting 
Office, there was an estimate that the 
defense was being underfunded to the 
tune of $150 billion. By the same token, 
the Congressional Budget Office made 
a similar estimate of between $65 bil-
lion and $110 billion underfunding. 
That means that based on the struc-
tural needs identified in the bottom-up 
review, based on our national defense 
strategy and the defense strategy and 

the threats that we could potentially 
face throughout the world, including 
the need to face two regional crises si-
multaneously, that we are not commit-
ting the resources that we need to 
meet the threats. In fact, there is some 
question not only whether or not we 
can confront two regional crises, but 
whether in fact we would be able to 
sustain a single major crisis. 

b 2130 

Obviously we have got a level of com-
mitment and dedication in our armed 
forces. I have every confidence that 
they are highly motivated and that 
they are doing the best to maintain 
their training and readiness, and I 
know that they are dedicated enough 
and will meet any mission that we 
might assign to them. 

But again the underfunding, based on 
the commitments, the level of commit-
ments that we seem to be seeing 
throughout the world, indicate to me 
that it is time for very serious reexam-
ination, and I might mention, as I men-
tioned earlier, we passed the Congres-
sional Accountability Act which is ap-
plying to the Congress the same stand-
ards that we apply to the private sec-
tor. We passed the balanced budget 
amendment in this House and sent it 
off to the Senate. Again we passed a 
clean amendment. We have protected 
no area of the Government from scru-
tiny that the balanced budget amend-
ment will force. At the same time we 
have got unfunded mandates legisla-
tion that, in fact, we have specifically 
prevented the opportunity for anyone 
to carve out specific areas where the 
Congress could fail to have to take re-
sponsibility for spending or mandates 
that might be forced on our local and 
State government, and again, as I men-
tioned this afternoon under the line 
item veto, we are treating defense on 
the same basis as every other aspect of 
the Government. 

I might mention that 2 days ago the 
House Committee on National Secu-
rity, formerly the Committee on 
Armed Services, as I mentioned, 
worked up and marked up for for-
warding to the House floor H.R. 7, the 
National Security Revitalization Act, 
and again it is important to know that 
we are following consistency and prin-
ciple in the way we address these 
issues. H.R. 7 is an important first step 
toward restoring United States na-
tional security to the levels expected 
by the American people. It establishes 
a policy framework on national secu-
rity issues, a policy framework that is 
designed to establish the threats that 
we face and provide a framework by 
which the party, the new Republican 
majority, and the Democrats in the 
Congress through the normal budget 
authorization appropriation process, 
can ensure that we are dealing ade-
quately with needs of our defense and 
the resources that it might compel. 
But what is very significant is that 
this bill passed on a bipartisan vote of 
41 to 13, again a very 
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strong commitment from Members of 
both political parties behind a National 
Security Revitalization Act. 

Several provisions that are also very 
important, some that may even be con-
troversial or that will compel further 
public discussion, but we supported a 
requirement to deploy, to develop and 
deploy, theater and national missile 
defenses, a critical capability long ne-
glected, and one of the issues that 
came up in committee and, I am sure, 
is going to come up on the floor of this 
House is that we are saying that it is 
time to eliminate much of the distinc-
tion, frankly the artificial distinction, 
that has been made between theater 
antimissile defense and national or bal-
listic missile defense. In fact the tech-
nology has advanced and accelerated to 
the point where the technology that we 
saw demonstrated so vividly during 
Desert Storm in fact can potentially be 
extended to prevent us against threats 
from intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles. I recognize this is going to cause 
changes in national policy, but again it 
has become evident that the tech-
nology exists for missiles to be di-
rected at this country, but simulta-
neously the technology also exists for 
us to find methods by which we can 
counter that threat to the innocent 
men, women and children of this coun-
try, and I think it is important to un-
derstand that. 

I was also somewhat surprised to 
learn in the course of my studies on de-
fense issues in the last several weeks 
the important role that the Aegis de-
stroyer program plays and might po-
tentially play in the antimissle defense 
systems in terms of the role of not only 
the theater antimissile defense sys-
tems, but what this technology may 
represent in the future, and again these 
are issues that I am sure my own con-
stituents may not even be aware of, 
but this type of technology needs to 
move forward, and I think that we are 
going to see that start to happen once 
the National Security Revitalization 
Act is moved forward and passed, hope-
fully, in this House. 

We have also established provisions 
designed to limit the placement of the 
United States troops under United Na-
tions command. We have asked, and 
this legislation will require, congres-
sional prior authorization before mili-
tary forces can be deployed for certain 
U.N. peacekeeping operations. 

And finally, based on the threats 
that exist to us throughout the world, 
we have established a bipartisan com-
mission that would consist of equal 
Members of both parties, appointed by 
the Speaker, appointed by the leader-
ship in the Senate and by the Presi-
dent, that would be instructed to re-
visit the defense policy blueprint, the 
bottom-up review, to ensure that we 
adequately identify these threats that 
we face, the strategies that we need to 
confront those threats, the force struc-
ture that will be needed to implement 
the strategy and the resources that we 
will need to make sure that our force 

structure, equipment and readiness are 
to the standard that the American peo-
ple expect. 

I might mention and it might be ap-
propriate to cover briefly many of the 
different commitments that we have, 
many of them that are recent in na-
ture, and frankly I think that the ex-
pectation at the end of the cold war 
was—our experiences proved contrary 
to what we have actually seen in fact. 

As my colleagues know, as I speak on 
the floor of this House we have forces 
in Cuba handling significant numbers 
of refugees. We have the same commit-
ments in Panama. In fact, Mr. Speaker, 
I am advised that between the two dif-
ferent locations we have as many as 20 
or 30,000 refugees being cared for by 
thousands of American men and women 
in uniform. We have nearly 7 to 10,000 
forces in Haiti, and again those forces 
may be withdrawing shortly, but pres-
ently they are engaged in a very impor-
tant mission. Some of us may have dis-
agreed as to whether or not it was ap-
propriate to commit those forces, but 
now that they are there we are a hun-
dred percent committed to seeing that 
they have what they need to fulfill the 
mission they have been assigned. 

Furthermore, we have commitments 
in Bosnia. In addition we have commit-
ments in Kuwait in the Persian Gulf, 
and again the subtleties of defense pol-
icy are sometimes difficult to articu-
late, difficult to understand, but per-
sonally I am of the opinion that one of 
the reasons we were forced to commit 
forces to Kuwait in the Persian Gulf in 
the latter part of last year was based 
on the fact that we had undertaken 
commitments in Haiti and the inter-
relationship, if you will, between our 
military action in one part of the world 
and what it potentially signals to po-
tential adversaries in other parts of the 
world in terms of their estimate of our 
ability to respond. And again this 
underlies the fact that it is imperative 
that our national defense be second to 
none and that there be no question in 
anyone’s mind of our commitment and 
our willingness to do what we need to 
do to defend this great country and its 
interests overseas. 

We are all familiar with what has 
been happening in North Korea. We 
have commitments in Rwanda in Afri-
ca. We still have commitments in 
northern Iraq, a part of the world that 
I was privileged to serve in. We have 
upcoming commitments in Somalia. I 
have not even discussed what is hap-
pening in Russia and the Soviet Union, 
the threat that potentially is rep-
resented in the Middle East arising out 
of the Chechnya rebellion, as well as 
the instability in the Middle East and 
Israel, the real concerns that many 
people have as to the peace process and 
again our need to project the level of 
strength in the Middle East and around 
the world that will make it absolutely 
clear that we will not be challenged by 
any adversary, again a number of seri-
ous issues, very expensive in nature, 
and part of the reason that I am very 

concerned that our forces are not only 
being committed extensively but 
whether we have got and in fact have 
devoted the resources that are going to 
be necessary to make sure that we 
maintain the level of defense posture 
around the world that, again, leaves no 
question in any adversary’s mind of 
our ability to defend our vital inter-
ests. 

I would like to end and spend the 
next several minutes not talking about 
abstract issues of defense strategy, or 
weapons systems, or funding, but I 
would like to talk a little bit about the 
people, and I have been privileged to 
meet many of our men and women in 
uniform, particularly as a new Member 
of Congress. 
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Most recently, a week or two ago, I 
had an opportunity to visit at the 
Brunswick Naval Air Station, located 
at Brunswick, ME, in my district. I 
wanted to visit that installation to 
learn about the important role of the 
P–3 maritime patrol aircraft, the mis-
sions they are assuming. I was very 
surprised to learn in my own district in 
Maine that men and women had been 
committed overseas, not only in Bos-
nia. In fact, during the day of my visit, 
one of the squadrons was returning 
from duty in the Adriatic area, again 
serving our national interests and serv-
ing the interests as they have been ar-
ticulated and committed to by our 
Commander in Chief. Not only were 
they serving in the Bosnia region, but 
in fact they had actually seen service 
in the Somalia area, in the Gulf, in the 
Middle East and the Atlantic and the 
Mediterranean. That was a surprise to 
me, even as someone who is a veteran 
of military service, to learn that an in-
stallation in my own district was play-
ing such a critical role overseas, again 
helping project the American military 
presence in areas of the world where if 
was necessary. 

I was privileged to spend some time 
with Capt. John Rodgers, the com-
manding officer of patrol wing 5, based 
in Brunswick. In addition, with Dave 
Nelson, the commanding officer of the 
air station. Both gentleman were ex-
tremely helpful to me in helping to un-
derstand not only the important role of 
the facility and its strategic location 
along the North Atlantic and access to 
the North Atlantic sea lanes, but also 
the important missions served by the 
men and women of the P–3 squadrons 
in Brunswick and the P–3 squadrons in 
the U.S. Navy around the world, and 
again how important they are to the 
Navy’s mission and to the mission of 
the American military. 

Again, I had a great opportunity to 
meet not only some of the men and 
women returning from Bosnia, but par-
ticularly Comdr. Frank Munoz, the ex-
ecutive officer of patrol squadron 10. I 
was very surprised to learn not only 
had he just finished a 6-month deploy-
ment, he was greeted by his wife and 
children who obviously missed their 
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husband and father, but it was actually 
his second deployment in the course of 
12 months. Again, a perfect example of 
the level of commitment that our men 
and women in the armed services have 
to their jobs and to their missions. 

Recently also I had an opportunity to 
visit the headquarters of the com-
mander in chief of the Atlantic Fleet, 
particularly to spend some time with 
Rear Adm. Vernon Clark, the deputy 
commander in chief of Atlantic Naval 
Forces, who was kind enough to pro-
vide a small congressional delegation 
with a briefing on our threat and forces 
posture in his areas of responsibility. 

Then a surprise, and a pleasant sur-
prise at that, I had an opportunity to 
visit with Vice Adm. George Emery. 
Much to my surprise I learned that the 
commander of Submarine Forces At-
lantic is a native of Springvale, ME, 
again in effect a constituent, certainly 
a native of the great State of Maine. 
But again, both individuals highly 
committed to their work and very seri-
ous in their concern and willingness to 
perform their duty in the interests of 
this country. 

I also had a chance to spend some 
time with Comdr. Jack Loye, the com-
manding officer of the U.S.S. Toledo, a 
new Los Angeles attack submarine 
which will be commissioned shortly. I 
had an opportunity to visit his boat, 
his submarine, as well as talk with 
members of his crew and to see first-
hand the level of pride, dedication, and 
commitment that each of these indi-
viduals had to fulfilling their mission 
in the course of serving in the Navy 
and aboard the U.S.S. Toledo. 

Again, knowing and seeing firsthand, 
learning how difficult it is to perform 
in our military today, particularly in 
the case of a submarine where you 
could literally spend months at sea 
with little or no contact with your 
family. 

I had an opportunity also to visit the 
U.S.S. Theodore Roosevelt. Again it was 
a bad weather day, but we flew out to 
the flight deck, landed on the flight 
deck. The Roosevelt was approximately 
200 miles out at sea, and despite the 
bad weather, it was performing its 
training mission prior to upcoming de-
ployments. 

I had an opportunity to spend some 
time with Rear Adm. Steve Abbott, the 
commander of carrier group 8, a com-
mitted admiral and playing a very im-
portant role with this carrier task 
force. I also met the commanding offi-
cer of the ship, Capt. Ron Christiansen, 
and Comdr. Tank Rutherford, the exec-
utive officer of the Roosevelt. 

Again there was a special signifi-
cance for me to visit the Roosevelt be-
cause during my time in northern Iraq 
with the marines of the 24 Marine Ex-
peditionary Unit and in serving with 
the rangers and the sailors and the air-
men assigned to that part of the world, 
the Theodore Roosevelt was one of the 
naval vessels that was providing sup-
port for our mission. 

I cannot begin to describe the feeling 
that one has on the ground in a hostile 

area, knowing that the men and women 
of the Navy and the Air Force were in 
the skies above the area to protect us 
if necessary on a moment’s notice. 

But most important, a number of 
constituents, residents of the State of 
Maine. Capt. Nils Sjostrom, whose par-
ents live in West Southport; Lt. Stacy 
Murch, a young naval aviator and a re-
cent graduate of the University of 
Maine at Orono, again at sea, flying 
the training missions required of his 
duty. His mother lives in Harrison. 
Also Cory LaPlante of Norridgewock, 
Stephen Willard of East Baldwin, Ed-
ward Hood of Caribou, Benjamin 
Crehore of Westport Island, and Mi-
chael Nantkes of Lincoln. Again, young 
men from the State of Maine, some of 
them from my district, doing their 
duty, 7 days a week, 24 hours a day on 
a vessel of our Navy. Again, this is the 
type of commitment that we are seeing 
with our young men and women in uni-
form. 

I might mention not only the young 
men and women in uniform, but the 
kind of infectious example that they 
set and the impact that their service 
and their values have on others. I was 
pleased to have with me on the day I 
was in Brunswick my chief of staff, 
Floyd Rutherford, and he brought his 
two boys with him, Chip Rutherford 
and Chris Rutherford. And again, those 
young children, those young men, 
young boys, were very touched by the 
standards and the professionalism that 
they saw exhibited to the point that 
they might at some time want to con-
sider service in the Navy or in the 
armed services. And again, that is the 
kind of positive impact that the train-
ing and discipline of military service 
has on our men and women, particu-
larly on those civilians and those who 
come in contact with them. 

But I want to end on a final note, and 
this is something that underscores for 
me what this is really all about, the 
level of commitment of our men and 
women in uniform. There was a resi-
dent of our great State, M. Sgt. Gary 
Gordon, who gave his life in Somalia. 
And I thought that I might end this 
presentation this evening by reading 
from the citation which by direction of 
the President under a joint resolution 
of Congress he was awarded the Medal 
of Honor for conspicuous gallantry and 
intrepidity at the risk of his life above 
and beyond the call of duty. And I 
don’t need to mention that the award 
was made posthumously. But I would 
like to read the type of situation that 
he confronted, so that people listening 
tonight can understand again how 
deeply committed the men and women 
of the armed services are. 

M. Sgt. Gordon was serving in Octo-
ber 1993 in Mogadishu as a sniper team 
leader. His team was providing preci-
sion fire from a lead helicopter during 
an assault. I am going to read from the 
Medal of Honor citation exactly the 
way the official record reflects his 
duty. 

They were providing covering fire at 
two helicopter crash sites, and while 

subjected to intense automatic weapon 
and rocket-propelled grenade fire, M. 
Sgt. Gordon, when he learned that 
ground forces were not immediately 
available to secure the second crash 
site, he and another sniper 
unhesitatingly volunteered to be in-
serted to protect the four critically 
wounded personnel of the two downed 
helicopters, despite being well aware of 
the growing number of enemy per-
sonnel closing in on the site. 
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I might mention that this young man 
did not volunteer once, did not volun-
teer twice, he volunteered three times 
to be inserted to go to the aid of those 
wounded personnel. And as the citation 
states, ‘‘after his third request to be in-
serted, permission was finally granted. 
He was inserted 100 meters south of the 
crash site, equipped with only a sniper 
rifle and a pistol,’’ and I do not need to 
mention that those were weapons that 
were not necessarily adequate to the 
situation he was confronting. 

Through pure courage, MSgt. Gordon and 
his fellow sniper proceeded under intense 
small arms fire and fought their way to 
reach the critically injured crew members. 
MSgt. Gordon immediately pulled the pilot 
and other crewmembers from the disabled 
aircraft and established a perimeter which 
placed him and his fellow sniper in the most 
vulnerable position. They were there to pro-
tect the wounded. 

Despite the fact that Gordon was critically 
low on ammunition, he provided some of it 
to the dazed pilot and radioed for help. He 
then continued to travel the perimeter, pro-
tecting the downed crew. After his team 
member was fatally wounded, and Gordon’s 
own rifle ammunition was exhausted, MSgt. 
Gordon returned to the wreckage, recovering 
a rifle with the last five rounds of ammuni-
tion and gave it to the pilot with the words, 
‘‘good luck.’’ Then armed only with his pis-
tol, MSgt. Gordon continued to fight until he 
was fatally wounded. His actions saved the 
pilot’s life. 

Where, Mr. Speaker, where do we find 
men of this caliber? This is what it is 
all about. And the irony of this situa-
tion, a terrible irony, a tragic irony, is 
that when we do not have the equip-
ment, the resources that we need to 
fulfill the mission, we still have the 
commitment of the American men and 
women who man our armed services, 
who are willing to give their lives in 
such situations. And that is what this 
is all about. 

If we are going to commit our forces, 
we need to do whatever we need to do 
to make sure that they have the equip-
ment, the training, the resources, that 
go along with the commitment. And if 
there is a final irony in the tragic situ-
ation that occurred on that October 3, 
1993 in Mogadishu, is that after this 
event, the forces there finally received 
the M–60 tanks that they needed, the 
armored personnel carriers and other 
equipment that if that equipment had 
been available on that day may have 
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saved MSgt. Gordon’s life, as well as 
the lives of the other 17 men that were 
killed in that action. That is what this 
is all about. 

Mr. Speaker, when we commit our 
forces, we do not have the time, it is 
past the time where we can make the 
funding decisions, where we can de-
velop the resources, the equipment, 
where we can provide the training they 
need. When we commit our forces they 
are on a moment’s notice. They have 
got to be ready at that time. And, Mr. 
Speaker, that is what this is all about. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman, 
Mr. Speaker. And coming from his 
background and as a marine officer, I 
think that his description of the impor-
tance of our national security posture 
and especially his description of the 
people who gave their lives for us in 
Somalia in Mogadishu is especially fit-
ting. 

I thank the gentleman for his exper-
tise, and I look forward to working 
with him this year, because he is on 
the Committee on Armed Services. And 
we are all going to listen to him, junior 
member and senior members will listen 
to the gentleman from Maine. 

Let me just add that we passed, in 
the Committee on Armed Services, a 
few days ago H.R. 7, that is the bill to 
revitalize the National Security Act of 
the United States. And that was re-
ferred by some people as a campaign 
promise that Republicans made and a 
lot of words but lacking in substance 
and somehow something that did not 
justify a serious debate and serious ac-
tion. 

Let me just say that in going over all 
of the findings and recommendations 
and provisions of H.R. 7, I feel that the 
Republican leadership and now a bipar-
tisan majority of the House Committee 
on Armed Services, which endorsed 
this bill, has taken a step in the right 
direction. 

For those people that said that this 
was not a factual set of findings, that 
somehow we were overblown with re-
spect to the crash in national security, 
let me just go through a few of the sta-
tistics. 

We said that there have been, be-
tween 1993 and 1999, budget plans for 
American defense that has cut defense 
spending by $156 billion. That is abso-
lutely accurate. President Bush cut de-
fense spending by in excess of $50 bil-
lion, conferring then Secretary of De-
fense Dick Cheney, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, Colin Powell, and others. 

President Clinton came along and cut 
national security $127 billion below the 
level that President Bush cut. 

So the facts that are laid out in H.R. 
7, the National Security Revitalization 
Act, are absolutely accurate on that 
point. 

It also states that during the fiscal 
year 1995, we are reducing DOD by 
about 182,000 people. That is a rate of 
over 15,000 per month or over 500 people 
per day. That is absolutely accurate. 

And further the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics estimates that 1.2 million de-
fense-related private sector jobs will be 
lost by 1997. That is accurate. 

The bill goes on to state and define 
that in missions involving U.S. peace-
keeping and humanitarian efforts in-
volved in the fiscal year of 1994, over 
70,000 U.S. personnel—I think it was 
mentioned by one of our experts that 
the Bosnian airlift has gone on for 
longer than the Berlin airlift—United 
Nations’ assessments to the United 
States for peacekeeping missions to-
taled $1.5 billion. We pay 31.7 percent of 
all the peacekeeping costs that the 
United Nations incurs. 

At the same time the United States 
of America undertakes unilaterally its 
own military missions like airlift mis-
sions in Africa, in Bosnia, and other 
places. And we pay for that ourselves. 
The French do not help us. The British 
do not help us. We know the Japanese 
do not help us. They are tight with 
their dollars. So we pay for our unilat-
eral efforts and then we also pay the 
lion’s share of the contribution to the 
United Nations operations. 

Let me tell you what happens. The 
gentleman well knows that when we 
are involved in these pacekeeping ef-
forts, we do what people in the mili-
tary call ‘‘taking expenses out of 
hide.’’ 

Taking expenses out of hide means 
that because we are paying for these 
peacekeeping operations in Rwanda, 
Haiti, Bosnia, and other places, troops 
are going untrained. That means, as 
the gentleman from San Diego, my 
seat mate, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], says, top gun 
does not get to go through its exer-
cises. As he says, pilots fight like they 
train. The way you keep your pilots 
alive in combat is to train them well. 
But they do not get that training be-
cause we are taking those readiness 
dollars, those dollars that maintain 
their combat readiness, and we are 
spending those on peacekeeping oper-
ations. 

I would challenge any Member of the 
House who wants to utter derogatory 
words with respect to the facts that are 
in H.R. 7, I would challenge any of 
them, as I challenged the Secretary of 
Defense to find any factual mistakes in 
the findings that we made in this bill. 

Further, the bill goes on to say that 
a return to the hollow forces of the 
1970’s has already begun. The Secretary 
of Defense took issue with that. He 
said, that is not true. We are by far the 
most ready and the best military in the 
world. 

Well, that is true. We are, as of right 
now, the most ready military in the 
world. 

But we say that a return to the hol-
low forces has begun. And let me tell 
you some of the symptoms. 

In 1994, one third of the units in the 
Army contingency force and all of the 
forward-deployed and follow-on Army 
divisions were reporting a reduced 
state of military readiness. During fis-

cal year 1994, training readiness de-
clined for the Navy’s Atlantic and Pa-
cific Fleets. Funding shortfalls for that 
fiscal year resulted in grounding of 
Navy and Marine Corps aircraft squad-
rons and cancellation and curtailment 
of Army training exercises. 

Those are symptoms of a return to a 
hollow military. 

As of January 1, 1995, military pay is 
approximately 12.8 percent below com-
parable civilian levels. As a result, it is 
estimated that close to 17,000 junior en-
listed personnel are having to take 
food stamps. 

b 2200 

The Secretary of Defense may not 
like that fact, but that is the fact. 
They came out of his Pentagon. 

Mr. Speaker, farther, and one factor 
that really influenced at least the Re-
publican leadership’s decision to spon-
sor H.R. 7, the National Security Revi-
talization Act, we looked at what 
President Clinton wanted in terms of 
force structure. He decided he wanted 
to take our Army divisions from 18 to 
10. He decided he wanted to take our 
air wings from 24 to 14. He decided on 
our reductions in Navy ships that were 
fairly massive. He decided on making a 
number of cancellations of weapon sys-
tems. 

But even to support that constrained, 
reduced force structure, the General 
Accounting Office found that the Presi-
dent’s budget, the amount of money 
that he made available to us to support 
the forces of Army and Navy and Ma-
rines that we wanted, was $150 billion 
short. He did not give us enough money 
to do what he told us to do. 

That is according to the General Ac-
counting Office. The Congressional 
Budget Office came up with a figure 
that was less than $150 billion, but 
nonetheless a very substantial figure, 
many tens of billions of dollars. 

So we were faced with a situation in 
which the President apparently, ac-
cording to our analysts, is not giving 
enough money so that the people that 
the gentleman from Maine [Mr. 
LONGLEY] spoke about so poignantly, 
our fighting soldiers, will have the 
right equipment, the best equipment to 
carry out very dangerous missions. 

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to just propose a question. I would 
be very interested in any thoughts the 
gentleman has on this. 

Could the gentleman address the 
issue of what the underfunding does to 
the leadership in terms of the types of 
decisions that they need to make, the 
day-to-day decisions based on the fi-
nancial necessities of maintaining the 
forces, particularly the high levels of 
operation and high levels of deploy-
ment, and how that has an insidious ef-
fect on our military structure? 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
be happy to tell the gentleman that 
when you are forced to use your money 
for the peacekeeping operations, if that 
is what the gentleman is talking about, 
these new missions the President gives 
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you—for example, when our marines 
came back from Bosnia, my under-
standing is they were given 12 days 
with their families after being away for 
many months, and sent immediately 
into the Haiti theater. 

When that happens, and when the 
military has to use its money for oper-
ations, that means that they have to 
stop training exercises in many cases. 
That is why three Army divisions, 
three of our top Army divisions, were 
given C ratings that were less than 
combat ready. That means that they 
do not have enough money for training. 
That means that they do not have am-
munition for training, perhaps. That 
means that their equipment is not kept 
up to speed. 

Last year we did about 64 percent of 
what we required in terms of depot- 
level maintenance. That means our big 
equipment that we needed to take into 
the shop and get fixed so we could take 
it out on the next operation, we only 
did about 64 percent of what we had to 
do. That means that some equipment 
was 64 percent ready, and that means, 
in shorthand, if you had 100 tanks, you 
fixed 64 of them, not 100 of them. 

What it does is make our military 
less ready to be able to respond to a na-
tional emergency. That is bad. 

Does that answer the gentleman’s 
question? 

Mr. LONGLEY. It does, Mr. Speaker. 
Could the gentleman address the 

issues relating to the base closing proc-
ess? Are we really reconsolidating and 
realigning our facilities? 

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, the base closing 
process, to answer the gentleman, was 
supposed to be a process in which we 
cut military infrastructure. By cutting 
down the overhead in the rear, just like 
a business, if you have a lot of people 
out there making products and you 
have a lot of people in the back offices 
who are executives, if you close down 
some of your overhead, that is all the 
white collar workers, then you become 
more efficient and you are able to 
make more products for the amount of 
money invested. 

The idea with our base closure was, 
in pulling down this massive force 
structure that won the cold war for us 
and won Desert Storm for us, by reduc-
ing divisions from 18 to 10, by reducing 
our fighter air wings from 24 to 14, and 
on down the line, that what we needed 
to do at the same time was reduce a lot 
of these bases in the United States be-
cause we did not need all that over-
head, just like a company does not 
need a lot of overhead if it reduces its 
operations. 

That is true in many cases. We had 
bases in this country that were de-
signed to hold off attacks from the 
Apache Indians. Those bases just man-
aged to stay around because, even after 
peace was entered into between native 
Americans and our Federal Govern-
ment, there was a good old Congress-
man there who wanted to keep that 
bastion of Federal soldiers with that 

payroll in his district, so we did have 
bases that did not perform a strong 
military mission. We did need to close 
those. 

However, what we have done now is 
we have gone beyond closing those 
bases that are truly useless. We have 
started closing bases which have a real 
military requirement, but beyond that, 
we are not closing the bases effec-
tively. 

What has happened is that in closing 
bases, we have bought ourselves mas-
sive environmental problems and mas-
sive environmental costs, and we now 
see that it is costing us a ton of money 
to close the bases, much more than we 
ever anticipated. 

What that means is like an uncle who 
has a string of condominiums. He just 
wants to give them away to his neph-
ews, but his nephews tell him, ‘‘Uncle, 
before you give those condominiums to 
us, free of charge,’’ like we want to 
give a lot of our bases away to States 
and counties and cities, ‘‘we want to 
charge you $1 million apiece to clean 
them up.’’ 

So we are spending a lot of our mili-
tary money paying lawyers who are in-
volved in lawsuits and administration 
of environmental laws with respect to 
our bases. We are not moving a lot of 
dirt, we are not really doing a lot of 
real substantial cleanup work. We are 
basically paying now a massive bu-
reaucracy which shoves paper back and 
forth to its various members and gets 
paid for it, and at the same time keeps 
the bases from totally closing, and all 
that money comes out of the military 
budget. 

I would say to the gentleman now 
that instead of spending as much 
money as we should on fuel, on flying 
time, on steaming time, on ammuni-
tion, we are now spending an extraor-
dinary amount of money with lawyers 
and environmental regulators in the 
base closure business, so we have be-
come ensnarled in a massive bureauc-
racy. We are going to have to cut off 
some of those environmental costs. I 
think we are going to have to defer 
them to a later time and simply, in 
some cases, put a padlock on those 
bases that we have closed, but stop 
spending our readiness money that 
keeps our troops ready to fight. 

Does that answer the gentleman’s 
questions? 

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s answer. 

Mr. HUNTER. Would the gentleman 
continue to yield, Mr. Speaker,? 

Mr. LONGLEY. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to mention one other thing that the 
Republican leadership placed in this 
National Security Revitalization Act, 
H.R. 7, that is related to the safety of 
the American people. We stated in this 
act that we shall deploy national bal-
listic missile defense systems and the-
ater missile defense systems. 

We live in an age of missiles. Dozens 
of countries now are developing bal-

listic missiles. We cannot avoid that, 
we cannot deny it. We cannot say, 
‘‘That is war in the heavens, and we are 
not going to participate,’’ because 
those missiles go up into the sky but 
they come down and they land in cit-
ies, they land on military bases, they 
land in the theaters where our young 
people in uniform serve. 

We live in an age of missiles. We have 
to realize that, just like our forebears 
learned at the start of the century that 
we had entered the age of machineguns 
and we had entered the age of tanks 
and armor, and we had to adapt to 
that. 

We still had a few old generals who 
wanted to keep the cavalry because 
they loved the cavalry. We had cavalry 
training operations up into the 1930’s. 
Some of them said, ‘‘Boys, we just 
want to get faster horses, that is the 
answer.’’ But that was not the answer. 

The Democrat leadership has been re-
luctant to acknowledge that we live in 
an age of missiles. I will never forget 
watching Walter Mondale standing at 
the Democrat Presidential nomination 
convention in San Francisco and say-
ing of the Republican idea of defending 
ourselves against incoming nuclear 
missiles, ‘‘That is war in the heavens, 
and I will never participate in that.’’ 

I cannot help but think, because Mr. 
Mondale is a fine gentleman, that if he 
was watching CNN and watched Amer-
ican Patriot missiles shooting down in-
coming Scud ballistic missiles—that is 
a slow ballistic missile, but a ballistic 
missile nonetheless, made by the So-
viet Union—I am sure that when Mr. 
Mondale saw that incoming Scud com-
ing into an American troop concentra-
tion, young men and women from the 
United States stationed in Saudi Ara-
bia, and he saw a Patriot missile shoot 
up just like a bullet hitting a bullet 
and destroying that Scud, I am sure 
Walter Mondale, who said ‘‘I will never 
participate in war in the heavens,’’ 
probably said ‘‘Thank heavens.’’ 

On that line, we now have to come 
together, Democrat and Republican, 
and concede that we live in an age of 
missiles and we have to do two things. 
We are going to have to have a capa-
bility of shooting down Scud missiles, 
the new missiles that North Korea is 
building and proliferating in the Mid-
dle East, Soviet missiles that are being 
sold by out-of-work generals in the 
former Soviet Union to Middle Eastern 
clients, to terrorist nations, and we 
have to have the ability to shoot those 
missiles down when they come into our 
troop concentrations in the Middle 
East or elsewhere. 

Those are called theater ballistic 
missiles. They are kind of like the 
Models T’s of missiles. They crank 
along a little bit slower than ICBM’s. 

b 2210 

Second, we have to be able to shoot 
down ICBM’s, because other nations 
than the former Soviet Union are mak-
ing ICBM’s. Red China is making 
ICBM’s. Those are missiles that can 
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travel from China to the United States 
of America. North Korea is making 
ICBM’s. They are trying to develop 
ICBM’s that will be able to reach ini-
tially at least Alaska and later on 
other parts of the United States. 

So we have to have a system that can 
deter, can beat, just like that Patriot 
missile going up and shooting down 
that Model T ballistic missile, the 
Scud, we have to have a system that 
can go up and shoot down one of those 
Cadillac ICBM’s made by the former 
Soviet Union, made by red China, made 
by North Korea. And as our intel-
ligence leaders have told you, the peo-
ple we pay in our intelligence agencies, 
all of these nations, some of them led 
by very unstable leaders who want to 
get a piece of the action, who want to 
be superpowers, who want to have le-
verage in world affairs, are using as 
their weapon of choice, they envision 
their weapon of choice to be the inter-
continental ballistic missile. 

So we have to embark on a program 
to develop a national missile defense 
and a theater missile defense and this 
H.R. 7, the National Security Revital-
ization Act that was passed by the 
House Committee on Armed Services, 
and I probably say, passed by about 40 
some votes to 18, I think, Democrats 
and Republicans passed this act. 

This act says it shall be the policy of 
the United States to develop and de-
ploy a national missile defense and a 
theater missile defense. That is the 
first time a body in either House has 
made such a strong commitment. 

I am proud of my colleagues who 
joined with us, myself, the gentleman 
from Maine; our great chairman of the 
House Committee on Armed Services, 
FLOYD SPENCE, who led that bill 
through the markup process. I am glad 
so many Members of the other side of 
the aisle joined with us to see to it 
that American is well-defended. You 
cannot defend America if you do not 
defend against missiles. 

Mr. LONGLEY. I thank the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that the strong 
note that is important that the public 
understands and the Members of this 
House understand is the very strong bi-
partisan commitment, not only in the 
other pieces of legislation that have 
been proceeding through this House in 
the last 3 weeks, but we have had 
strong cores in each party who have 
been aggressively working together to 
try to address issues of concern to the 
national interest. 

As we move through the next several 
weeks, particularly as we hear more 
about the National Security Revital-
ization Act, I think that the public is 
going to recognize the strong bipar-
tisan, nonpartisan commitment to de-
fending this great country against the 
threats that she faces as we move into 
the future. 

I welcome the opportunity to work 
with the chairman of the sub-
committee and with the members of 
the committee as we address these very 
important issues. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia (at the re-
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today and to-
morrow on account of attending a fu-
neral. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today after 
5:30 p.m. and tomorrow, February 3, on 
account of attending Grandparents Day 
at granddaughter’s school in Detroit. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. THURMAN) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OLVER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. KINGSTON to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-
utes, today. 

Mr. NEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BEREUTER, for 5 minutes, on Feb-

ruary 3. 
Mr. BARR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Mr. WISE, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. THURMAN) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. STOKES. 
Mr. MARTINEZ. 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
Mrs. LINCOLN. 
Mr. HOYER. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. MURTHA. 
Mrs. MALONEY. 
Mr. SANDERS. 
Mr. OWENS. 
Mr. COSTELLO in two instances. 
Mr. GEJDENSON. 
Mr. RUSH. 
Ms. ESHOO in two instances. 
Mr. CLAY. 
Mrs. MEEK of Florida. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. KINGSTON) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BILBRAY. 
Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
Mr. CLINGER. 
Mr. KIM. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 
Mr. HOSTETTLER. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. DORNAN. 
Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 14 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, February 3, 1995, at 10 
a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows: 

269. A letter from the Chairman, Panama 
Canal Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s report, including unaudited finan-
cial statements, covering the operations of 
the Panama Canal during fiscal year 1994, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3722; to the Committee 
on National Security. 

270. A letter from the Administrator, En-
ergy Information Administration, transmit-
ting a copy of the Energy Information Ad-
ministration’s annual report ‘‘Energy Out-
look, 1995,’’ pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 790f(a)(1); 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

271. A letter from the Chairman, Advisory 
Committee on Reactor Safeguards, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting a re-
port on various issues of the Safety Research 
Program, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2039; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

272. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit-
ting the Department of the Air Force’s pro-
posed lease of defense articles to Australia 
(Transmittal No. 10–95), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2796a(a); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

273. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the fiscal year 1994 report on 
implementation of the Support for East Eu-
ropean Democracy Act [SEED] Program, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 5474; to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

274. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the administration’s annual re-
port on United States assistance and related 
programs for the Independent States of the 
Former Soviet Union, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
5814; to the Committee on International Re-
lations. 

275. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a copy of 
the report on procedures established for ef-
fective coordination of research and develop-
ment on arms control, nonproliferation and 
disarmament, pursuant to Public Law 103– 
236, section 711; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

276. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting OMB 
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estimate of the amount of change in outlays 
or receipts, as the case may be, in each fiscal 
year through fiscal year 2000 resulting from 
passage of S. 2, pursuant to Public Law 101– 
508, section 13101(a) (104 Stat. 1388–582); to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

277. A letter from the Chairman, Commis-
sion on Intergovernmental Relations, trans-
mitting the Commission’s 36th annual report 
of the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
4275(3); to the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight. 

278. A letter from the Acting Executive 
Secretary, National Labor Relations Board, 
transmitting a copy of the annual report in 
compliance with the Government in the Sun-
shine Act during the calendar year 1994, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 552b(j); to the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight. 

279. A letter from the Administrator, U.S. 
Small Business Administration, transmit-
ting the annual report under the Federal 
Managers’ Financial Integrity Act for fiscal 
year 1994, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to 
the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

280. A letter from the Deputy Associate Di-
rector for Compliance, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting notification of proposed 
refunds of excess royalty payments in OCS 
areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1339(b); to the 
Committee on Resources. 

281. A letter from the Chief, Forest Serv-
ice, Department of the Interior, transmitting 
copies of the official boundary for the Clarks 
Fork Wild and Scenic River; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

282. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s 
1994 annual report on the recommendations 
received from the National Transportation 
Board regarding transportation safety, pur-
suant to 49 U.S.C. app. 1906(b); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

283. A letter from the Commissioner, Inter-
state Commerce Commission, transmitting a 
blue print for further deregulation of the 
surface transportation industry; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

284. A letter from the Secretaries of De-
fense and Veterans Affairs, transmitting a 
report on the implementation of the health 
resources sharing portion of the ‘‘Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs and Department of 
Defense Health Resources Sharing and Emer-
gency Operations Act’’ for fiscal year 1994, 
pursuant to 38 U.S.C. 8111(f); jointly, to the 
Committees on National Security and Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

285. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Government Ethics, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978, as amended, to ex-
tend the authorization of appropriations for 
the Office of Government Ethics for 7 years, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on the Judiciary and Government 
Reform and Oversight. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MCCOLLUM: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 665. A bill is control crime by man-
datory victim restitution; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 104–16). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 666. A bill is control crime by ex-
clusionary rule reform (Rept. 104–17). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself, Mr. 
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. DOR-
NAN, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. GOODLATTE, 
Mr. HEINEMAN, Mr. METCALF, Mr. 
EWING, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
SCHIFF, Mr. STUMP, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, 
and Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas): 

H.R. 791. A bill to deny supplemental secu-
rity income benefits by reason of disability 
based on addiction to alcohol or drugs; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: 
H.R. 792. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide incentives for 
investments in tax enterprise zone busi-
nesses and domestic businesses; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BAKER of Louisiana (for him-
self, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. EMER-
SON, Mr. TANNER, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. 
BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
NEY, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. 
LATOURETTE, and Mr. HANCOCK): 

H.R. 793. A bill to eliminate the adminis-
trative authority to prohibit the possession 
or transfer of particular assault weapons; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
HUNTER, and Mr. FILNER): 

H.R. 794. A bill to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act the deem certain mu-
nicipal treatment facilities as the equivalent 
of secondary treatment; to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. CANADY: 
H.R. 795. A bill to impose a moratorium on 

enforcement of the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980—Superfund—against certain 
persons and on the authority under that Act 
for contribution actions; to the Committee 
on Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. DORNAN: 
H.R. 796. A bill to require the withdrawal 

of the United States from the NAFTA sup-
plemental agreements on labor and environ-
mental cooperation; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Ms. ESHOO: 
H.R. 797. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to establish a Higher Edu-
cation Accumulation Program [HEAP] under 
which individuals are allowed a deduction 
for contributions to HEAP accounts; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GEJDENSON: 
H.R. 798. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to direct the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to establish a permanent, con-
fidential database and toll-free telephone 
line for the collection of medical informa-
tion concerning members of the Armed 
Forces and veterans; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (for 
himself, Ms. DUNN of Washington, 

Mr. TATE, Mr. METCALF, Mr. 
NETHERCUTT, Mr. COOLEY, Mr. BUNN 
of Oregon, Mr. WHITE, and Mrs. SMITH 
of Washington): 

H.R. 799. A bill to provide for the recon-
stitution of outstanding repayment obliga-
tions of the Administrator of the Bonneville 
Power Administration for the appropriated 
capital investments in the Federal Columbia 
River Power System; to the Committee on 
Resources. 

By Mr. HOSTETTLER (for himself, Mr. 
BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. BOEHNER, 
Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. 
COMBEST, Mr. COOLEY, Mr. EMERSON, 
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. MCHUGH, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, and Mr. SOUDER): 

H.R. 800. A bill to amend the conservation 
provisions of the Food Security Act of 1985 
and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
to permit the unimpeded use of privately 
owned crop, range, and pasture lands that 
have been used for the planting of crops or 
the grazing of livestock in at least 5 of pre-
ceding 10 years; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, and in addition 
to the Committee on Agriculture, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. HYDE (for himself and Ms. 
WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 801. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 and the Social Security 
Act to repeal provisions relating to the State 
enforcement of child support obligations and 
to require the Internal Revenue Service to 
collect child support through wage with-
holding; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H.R. 802. A bill to prohibit payment of Fed-

eral retirement benefits, except in certain 
cases, to those who are not retired as defined 
under the Social Security Act; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight, and in addition to the Committees on 
National Security, House Oversight, the Ju-
diciary, and Intelligence (Permanent Select), 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for 
herself, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HERGER, and 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts): 

H.R. 803. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the 
credit for increasing research activities; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MILLER of Florida (for himself, 
Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. CHRYSLER, Mr. 
SALMON, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. SAN-
FORD, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. DAVIS, 
Mr. COBURN, Mrs. WALDHOLTZ, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. 
NEUMANN, Mr. FOX, Mrs. SEASTRAND, 
Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. 
GUTKNECHT, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. 
GOSS, and Mr. DEAL of Georgia): 

H.R. 804. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to limit the period of service 
which may be credited to a Member of Con-
gress in the computation of retirement bene-
fits, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on House Oversight, and in addition 
to the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. OWENS (for himself, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. HASTINGS 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:55 Oct 27, 2010 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00082 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 D:\FIX-CR\1995\H02FE5.REC H02FE5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
F

W
6R

H
C

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1157 February 2, 1995 
of Florida, Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs. MINK, 
and Mr. WATT of North Carolina): 

H.R. 805. A bill to provide for the creation 
of jobs in America, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committees on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, Economic and Educational 
Opportunities, Commerce, and Appropria-
tions, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SKEEN (for himself, Mr. 
SCHIFF, and Mr. RICHARDSON): 

H.R. 806. A bill to ensure the provision of 
appropriate compensation for the real prop-
erty and mining claims taken by the United 
States as a result of the establishment of the 
White Sands Missile Range, NM; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to 
the Committee on National Security, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. STOCKMAN (for himself, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. FUNDERBURK, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mrs. CHENOWETH, 
Mr. COOLEY, Mr. FOX, Mr. GANSKE, 
Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. METCALF, Mr. SALMON, 
Mr. SANFORD, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mrs. 
SEASTRAND, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. 
WAMP): 

H.R. 807. A bill to protect the Constitution 
of the United States from unauthorized 
encoachment into legislative powers by the 
executive branch, and to protect the Amer-
ican taxpayer from unauthorized 
encoachment into his wallet by an unconsti-
tutional action of the President; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services, 
and in addition to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself and Mr. 
MCKEON): 

H.R. 808. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to provide for jurisdiction, ap-
prehension, and detention of certain civil-
ians accompanying the Armed Forces out-
side the United States, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on National Secu-
rity. 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
H.R. 809. A bill to authorize and direct the 

General Accounting Office to audit the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, the Federal Advisory 
Council, the Federal Open Market Com-
mittee, and Federal Reserve banks and their 
branches; to the Committee on Banking and 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. ZIMMER (for himself, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. CLYBURN, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
GILCHREST, and Mr. SANDERS): 

H.R. 810. A bill to provide for the study of 
battlefields of the Revolutionary War and 
the War of 1812; to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

f 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BALLENGER: 
H.R. 811. A bill for the relief of Peggi M. 

Houston; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mrs. VUCANOVICH: 

H.R. 812. A bill for the relief of William P. 
Van Keymeulen; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 24: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 26: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. ORTON, Mr. 

COYNE, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. DOOLEY, and Mr. 
SCARBOROUGH. 

H.R. 40: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. 
WELLER, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. 
SOUDER, Mr. FUNDERBURK, Mr. LONGLEY, Mr. 
FLANAGAN, Mr. SOLOMON, Mrs. SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. FOX, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. STEARNS. 

H.R. 58: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 123: Mr. BONO, Mr. LEWIS of California, 

Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. 
GANSKE, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. 
MILLER of Florida, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. NEY, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mrs. ROUKEMA, 
Mrs. SEASTRAND, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mr. SISISKY, and Mr. BROWDER. 

H.R. 134: Mr. BARTON of Texas and Mrs. 
MYRICK. 

H.R. 135: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. DOR-
NAN, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, and Mrs. MYRICK. 

H.R. 136: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Mr. ROHRABACHER, and Mr. DORNAN. 

H.R. 138: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. DORNAN, and 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 

H.R. 139: Ms. MCKINNEY. 
H.R. 141: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mrs. 

MYRICK, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, 
and Mr. WELLER. 

H.R. 143: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 
and Mr. DORNAN. 

H.R. 216: Mr. MCKEON. 
H.R. 217: Mr. LATOURETTE. 
H.R. 218: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 221: Mrs. CLAYTON and Ms. RIVERS. 
H.R. 240: Mr. FORBES and Mr. SHUSTER. 
H.R. 310: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. 

CUNNINGHAM, and Mr. ROYCE. 
H.R. 313: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. 

CUNNINGHAM, and Mr. ROYCE. 
H.R. 315: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Ms. 

RIVERS, and Mr. ACKERMAN. 
H.R. 326: Mr. GUTKNECHT. 
H.R. 394: Mr. PACKARD, Mr. GREENWOOD, 

Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. COX. 
H.R. 398: Mr. CLAY, Mr. TORRES, Mr. CLY-

BURN, Mr. EVANS, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, and 
Mr. MFUME. 

H.R. 442: Mr. JONES, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. 
REGULA, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. PAXON, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. 
SCHIFF, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, 
Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr. LATOURETTE, 
Mr. LAZIO of New York, Mr. BURR, Mr. BONO, 
Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. DIXON, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. BENTSEN, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Mr. PORTER, Ms. MCCARTHY, and Mr. 
SOUDER. 

H.R. 449: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. 
H.R. 450: Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. DEAL of 

Georgia, Mr. LUCAS, and Mr. CHAMBLISS. 

H.R. 480: Mr. ARCHER. 
H.R. 481: Mr. BACHUS. 
H.R. 482: Mr. FLANAGAN. 
H.R. 489: Mr. LAUGHLIN and Mrs. VUCANO-

VICH. 
H.R. 491: Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. GENE GREEN of 

Texas, Mr. FLANAGAN, and Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina. 

H.R. 493: Mr. PASTOR and Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
H.R. 592: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. DORNAN. 
H.R. 607: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, 

Mr. PAXON, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. DORNAN, and Mr. SAXTON. 

H.R. 663: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. KIM, and 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 

H.R. 704: Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. ENGLISH of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. HYDE, Mr. BRYANT of 
Tennessee, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. GEJDENSON, and 
Mr. MANTON. 

H.R. 711: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. RIGGS, and Mr. 
EMERSON. 

H.R. 753: Mr. HASTERT. 
H.R. 756: Mr. SAM JOHNSON and Mr. 

SAXTON. 
H.R. 762: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 785: Ms. MCCARTHY, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-

LARD, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. THUR-
MAN, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Ms. DANNER, Mrs. 
KELLY, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mrs. MYRICK. 

H.R. 789: Mr. TALENT, Mr. STUMP, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. ROSE, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, and Mr. RAHALL. 

H.J. Res. 3: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. 
H.J. Res. 52: Mr. STARK, Mr. ROBERTS, and 

Mr. FATTAH. 
H. Con. Res. 12: Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. KING, 

and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 

f 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 2 

OFFERED BY: MR. TAUZIN 

AMENDMENT NO. 33: Section 2 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), in the case of fiscal years 1996 
through 2002, the President may only rescind 
any budget authority or veto any targeted 
tax benefit under that subsection necessary 
to reduce the projected deficit for the fiscal 
year to which that rescission or veto per-
tains to the level set forth below: 

Maximum deficit level 

(In billions of dollars) 

Fiscal year: 
1996 .................................................. $174 
1997 .................................................. 155 
1998 .................................................. 116 
1999 .................................................. 71 
2000 .................................................. 59 
2001 .................................................. 26 
2002 and thereafter .......................... 0 

H.R. 2 

OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT 

AMENDMENT NO. 34: At the end, add the fol-
lowing new section: 
SEC. 7. TERMINATION DATE. 

This Act shall cease to be effective on Jan-
uary 1, 1997. 
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